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ABSTRACT
The present series of studies leveraged the ASTMA model (attraction, selection,
transformation, manipulation, attrition), theory of purposeful work behavior, and work on job
crafting to investigate the influence of personality on job satisfaction through the active and
passive shaping of one’s work environment (i.e., work characteristics). Study 1 integrates the
ASTMA model and theory of purposeful work behavior perspectives to suggest that individuals
who are conscientious, agreeableness, emotionally stable, open to experiences and extraverted
become more satisfied with their jobs because each of these traits is associated with active and
passive changes to specific work characteristics. These ideas were tested by examining the
change in job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities and social support as mediators
of the relationship between each of the Big-Five traits and the change in job satisfaction. Study 1
results support the idea that personality influences job satisfaction through the shaping of one’s
work environment. Study 2 builds on Study 1’s work by examining in more detail the active
(self-initiated job crafting) and passive (others-initiated job crafting) mechanisms by which
personality can shape one’s work characteristics. Study 2 results suggest that both active and
passive pathways play a role in shaping the work environment. Taken together, the results of
Study 1 and Study 2 provide support for the idea that personality may influence job satisfaction
by actively or passively shaping one’s work environment.
Keywords: personality, job satisfaction, work design, job crafting
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Job satisfaction is one of the most frequently studied constructs in organizational research
(Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2012). Researchers have defined job satisfaction as an overall
evaluative judgement of the favorability of one’s job (Judge et al., 2017; Weiss, 2002). Being
satisfied with one’s job has important implications for subjective well-being and physical health
(Bowling et al., 2010; Faragher et al., 2005). Job satisfaction is also related to organizationally
valued outcomes such as organizational commitment, absenteeism, turnover, organizational
citizenship, counterproductive work behavior, and task performance (Dalal, 2005; Griffeth et al.,
2000; Harrison et al., 2006; Judge et al., 2001). Given the impact of job satisfaction on many
individual and organizational outcomes, it is important that research investigates the factors that
influence job satisfaction.
One stream of research studies the dispositional source of job satisfaction. Within this
body of work, a substantial amount of empirical research has shown that individual differences
in personality traits play an important role in determining whether people are satisfied with their
jobs (Judge et al., 2017). The Big-Five, also known as the Five-Factor model (FFM), is often
used to study the personality and job satisfaction relationship (Judge et al., 2002). Meta-analyses
of the Big Five traits and job satisfaction relationship suggest that conscientiousness,
extraversion, agreeableness and emotional stability are positively related to job satisfaction,
whereas the evidence for openness to experience is less consistent (Bruk-Lee et al., 2009; Judge
et al., 2002; Steel et al., 2019).
A second stream of research focuses on the situational source of job satisfaction. The
situational source of job satisfaction is often studied within the context of work design, which
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has provided strong evidence that an individual’s job satisfaction is influenced at least partly by
the attributes of his or her work environment (Humphrey et al., 2007; Parker, 2007). These
attributes have been conceptualized as work characteristics, which represent the aspects of work
that are meaningful and are therefore associated with employee job satisfaction (Humphrey et al.,
2007). This research takes a top-down perspective of work design in organizations, where
management is responsible for creating the work environment for their employees. However, it
has been increasingly acknowledged that employees can also influence their work environment
(e.g., Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). In contrast to the top-down approach, a bottom-up
approach to work design assumes that employees may change their work characteristics, which
makes their jobs more satisfying (Demerouti, 2011; Tims et al., 2013).
Although these types of studies have helped the literature glean a better understanding of
the dispositional and situational sources of job satisfaction, it is important to note that the effects
of personality and work characteristics have been, for the most part, studied separately. To this
point, Barrick et al. (2013) suggested that research should study which specific work
characteristics are important for determining meaningful and satisfying work based off
individual’s unique personality (i.e., personality traits). Although Barrick et al.’s (2013)
suggestion was in response to the lack of research examining the joint effects of personality traits
and specific work characteristics, the point still remains when we think about the other ways
personality and work characteristics can influence job satisfaction. For instance, no studies have
examined the influence of personality on job satisfaction through the shaping of one’s work
environment (i.e., work characteristics). Nye and Roberts (2013) suggested the idea that
employees may make active or passive changes to their work characteristics so the job better fits
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their unique personality. In addition, Demerouti (2014) and Tims et al. (2013) suggested that
individuals may change their work characteristics in order to make jobs more meaningful and
satisfying. Taken together, these ideas suggest that the Big-Five traits may be associated with a
change in certain types of work characteristics, which should lead to an increase in job
satisfaction.
Study 1 contributes to the job satisfaction literature by examining how personality
influences job satisfaction through the shaping of one’s work environment. Specifically, I
integrate the ASTMA model (attraction, selection, transformation, manipulation, attrition;
Roberts, 2006) and theory of purposeful work behavior (Barrick et al., 2013) perspectives to
suggest that individuals who are conscientious, agreeable, emotionally stable, open to
experiences and extraverted become more satisfied with their jobs because each of these traits
are associated with active and passive changes to specific aspects of work (i.e., work
characteristics). Study 1 answers the call for research that examines the theoretical processes
linking the Big-Five traits to job satisfaction (Bruk-Lee et al., 2009), by examining a change in
specific types of work characteristics as a mediator of these linkages. This study also provides
the literature a better understanding of the role of personality in determining the types of work
characteristics that individuals may change to make work more meaningful and satisfying.
Study 2 expands upon Study 1 by testing the idea that an individual’s personality may be
associated with active or passive changes to work characteristics (Roberts, 2006). In particular,
this study integrates the ASTMA model, theory of purposeful work behavior (Barrick et al.,
2013) and research on job crafting to suggest that each of the Big-Five traits is associated with
job crafting behaviors (i.e., active pathway). Moreover, this study includes measures to test
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others’ reactions to an individual’s personality (i.e., passive pathway) as an alternative pathway.
In doing so, this study demonstrates how the Big-Five can motivate individuals to actively
change their work characteristics (i.e., job crafting), and how the Big-Five can passively change
work characteristics when others react in a way that is consistent with an individual’s
personality.
The central aim of the present series of studies is to examine the influence of personality
on job satisfaction through the shaping of one’s work environment (i.e., work characteristics). In
what follows, I first review the extant literature on the Big-Five traits, work design and job
satisfaction and propose a relationship between change in work characteristics to a change in job
satisfaction. Next, I discuss and integrate the ASTMA model (Roberts, 2006) and theory of
purposeful work behavior (Barrick et al., 2013) to support hypotheses on the relationships
between specific Big-Five traits and the change in specific types of work characteristics. After
presenting the method, results, and discussion for Study 1, I transition to Study 2. I begin by
reviewing the extant literature on job crafting. Finally, I integrate theory of purposeful work
behavior (Barrick et al., 2013) and job crafting research to propose hypotheses relating each of
the Big-Five traits to self-initiated and others-initiated job crafting behaviors.
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CHAPTER TWO: BACKGROUND AND THEORETICAL RATIONALE
Personality and Job Satisfaction
Personality
Funder (2001) deﬁned personality as “an individual's characteristic patterns of thought,
emotion, and behavior, together with the psychological mechanisms – hidden or not – behind
those patterns” (p. 198). These unique characteristic patterns reflect the choices, needs, desires
and preferences (i.e., motives) of individuals that remain relatively stable throughout adulthood
(Roberts, 2006), and those of which, differentiate individuals from each other and influence
behaviors consistently across time and settings (Barrick et al., 2013).
Within the last half century, personality and industrial and organizational psychology
research has reached a consensus on the Big-Five (i.e., Five Factor Model) as a widely accepted
comprehensive framework of stable individual differences that can be used to describe the most
salient aspects of personality (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Costa & McCrae, 1992; Judge et al.,
2002). The Big-Five defines personality as conscientiousness, agreeableness, emotional stability,
extraversion and openness to experience. Conscientiousness describes individuals who are
dutiful, self-disciplined, hardworking, achievement striving, ambitious and dependable (Costa &
McCrae, 1992). Agreeableness describes individuals who are altruistic, helpful, complaint,
friendly and kind (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Emotional stability (neuroticism) reflects the
tendency for individuals to be angry, anxious, insecure, vulnerable and depressed (Costa &
McCrae, 1992). Extraversion reflects the extent to which people are assertive, dominant,
sociable, ambitious and excitable (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Lastly, openness to experience
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describes individuals who are imaginative, broad-minded, curious, creative and intellectual
(Costa & McCrae, 1992).

Job Satisfaction
As previously noted, job satisfaction has been defined as an overall evaluative judgement
of the favorability of one’s job (Judge et al., 2017; Weiss, 2002). There are two important things
to note about this definition. First, job satisfaction is conceptualized as overall satisfaction, which
means that it is a judgement of the job as a whole; this distinguishes overall satisfaction from
facet satisfactions, which are evaluations of different aspects of the job (e.g., pay, tasks,
promotions, coworkers, managers). Although overall satisfaction and facet satisfactions are
conceptually and empirically related, some research suggests that the sum of facet satisfactions is
not equivalent to an evaluation of overall job satisfaction because measures of facet satisfactions
may fail to capture all of the relevant facets of satisfaction for some individuals and a linear
combination of facets for all individuals does not capture the different approaches taken by
individuals of combining facets to arrive at an overall evaluation of job satisfaction (Ironson et
al., 1989; Judge et al., 2017). Second, job satisfaction is conceptualized as an evaluative
judgement of one’s job (i.e., job attitude); this differentiates it from constructs that are more
perceptual and descriptive in nature (e.g., work characteristics), which are typically
conceptualized as antecedents of job attitudes (Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2012). To this end,
the current study conceptualizes job satisfaction as a global job attitude (i.e., overall job
satisfaction).
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Big-Five and Job Satisfaction Research
Of the Big-Five traits, emotional stability (neuroticism) is the most frequently studied in
the job satisfaction literature (Steel et al., 2019). Research on the relationship between emotional
stability and job satisfaction suggest that individuals who are emotionally unstable tend to
experience lower levels of job satisfaction (Judge et al., 2002). Emotionally unstable individuals
are predisposed to experience negative emotions across all life domains (McCrae & Costa,
1992), which may generalize to the workplace and result in lower levels of job satisfaction
(Judge et al., 2002). Furthermore, emotionally unstable individuals are more likely to experience
negative events at work (Grant & Langan-Fox, 2007), which may also result in diminished job
satisfaction (Bruk-Lee et al., 2009). Conversely, researchers have suggested the idea that
individuals who are emotionally stable may be more likely to receive work recognition and
rewards, which in turn, may lead to positive evaluations of the job (Templer, 2012). In support of
this notion, several meta-analyses have found a negative (positive) association between
neuroticism (emotional stability) and job satisfaction (Bruk-Lee et al., 2009; Judge et al., 2002;
Steel et al., 2019).
Extraversion is also one of the most studied traits in the job satisfaction literature.
Research on the relationship between extraversion and job satisfaction suggest that individuals
who are extraverted experience greater levels of job satisfaction (Bruk-Lee et al., 2009).
Extraverted individuals are predisposed to experience positive emotions (Costa & McCrae,
1992), which may spillover into the workplace and have a positive impact on job satisfaction
(Judge et al., 2008). Alternatively, researchers have suggested the idea that extraversion is
related to job satisfaction because extraverted individuals receive more work rewards (e.g.,
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promotions, recognition), which are characteristics of work that are associated with greater levels
of job satisfaction (Bruk-Lee et al., 2009). It has also been suggested that extraverted individuals
seek out supportive relationships at work (McCrae & Costa, 2008), which can also relate to job
satisfaction (Judge et al., 2002). In terms of empirical support, meta-analyses have found a
positive relationship between extraversion and job satisfaction (Bruk-Lee et al., 2009; Judge et
al., 2002; Steel et al., 2019).
With respect to the conscientiousness and job satisfaction relationship, theoretical and
empirical research suggest that conscientiousness is positively related to job satisfaction.
According to Judge et al. (2002) and Organ and Lingl (1995), conscientious individuals tend to
be more involved at work, which increases the likelihood that they receive satisfying work
rewards (e.g., work recognition, promotions). Indeed, meta-analytic research has found a positive
relationship between conscientiousness and job satisfaction (Bruk-Lee et al., 2009; Judge et al.,
2002; Steel et al., 2019).
Theory and research on the agreeableness and job satisfaction relationship suggest that
individuals who are agreeable are more likely to be satisfied with their jobs. According to BrukLee et al. (2009), Judge et al. (2002) and Organ and Lingl (1995), agreeable individuals get along
with coworkers and supervisors and form satisfying interpersonal relationships at work, which
should lead to job satisfaction. Furthermore, it has also been suggested that agreeableness should
relate to job satisfaction because organizations often reward individuals for getting along with
others (Templer, 2012). In support of these ideas, meta-analyses have found a positive
association between agreeableness and job satisfaction (Bruk-Lee et al., 2009; Judge et al., 2002;
Steel et al., 2019).
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Finally, the relationship between openness to experience and job satisfaction is less clear
than the other Big-Five dimensions. Judge et al. (2002) and DeNeve and Copper (1998)
suggested that openness to experience may have both positive and negative influences on job
satisfaction, thus rendering its directional influence unclear. In support of this, the results of the
Judge et al. (2002) meta-analysis showed a positive but weak and highly variable correlation
between openness to experience and job satisfaction; out of the 50 correlations examined, 24
were negative and 26 were positive. Similarly, meta-analytic support by Bruk-Lee et al. (2009)
and Steel et al. (2019) also found a very weak correlation between openness to experience and
job satisfaction. Despite these low correlations, Bruk-Lee et al. (2002) suggested that openness to
experience may be relevant for the job satisfaction of individuals in jobs that allow opportunities
for new experiences.
Taken together, a review of the Big-Five and job satisfaction literature suggests that
conscientiousness, agreeableness, emotional stability, and extraversion are positively associated
with job satisfaction, whereas openness to experience is unrelated or weakly association with job
satisfaction (Bruk-Lee et al., 2009; Judge et al., 2002; Steel et al., 2019). Although these studies
have helped the literature glean a better understanding of the relationships between the Big-Five
traits and job satisfaction, it is important to note that the research thus far focuses primarily on
the empirical linkages between the Big-Five traits and job satisfaction. Few studies to date have
examined the theoretical processes underlying the observed empirical linkages between the BigFive traits and job satisfaction (Bruk-lee et al., 2009). Although researchers have proposed
theories on the relationship between the Big-Five traits and job satisfaction, these ideas have not
been tested empirically. For instance, several researchers have suggested the idea that specific
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personality traits (e.g., extraversion) may be associated with job satisfaction because these traits
help individuals obtain specific work characteristics (e.g., rewards; Bruk-Lee et al., 2009; Judge
et al., 2002; Templer, 2012). Moreover, researchers have also suggested the idea that individuals
with specific Big-Five personality traits may change their work characteristics, which in turn
may influence job satisfaction (Cohrs et al., 2006; Stewart & Barrick, 2004). Taken together,
these ideas suggest that individuals who are conscientious, agreeable, emotionally stable,
extraverted and open to experience have satisfying jobs because each trait influences a change in
specific work characteristics. However, despite the theoretical rationale for linking each of the
Big-Five traits to job satisfaction via a change in specific work characteristics, empirical research
has not examined the change in specific work characteristics as a mediator of the Big-Five traits
and job satisfaction relationships.

Work Design and Job Satisfaction
Work design has been defined and conceptualized from multiple perspectives. One of the
most influential models of work design, the Job Characteristics Model (JCM; Hackman &
Oldham, 1975), defines work design as five “core” job dimensions: skill variety, task identity,
task significance, autonomy, and feedback. The basic idea behind JCM is that these
characteristics lead to three critical psychological states (experienced meaningfulness, felt
responsibility, knowledge of results), which are associated with a set of personal and workrelated outcomes (e.g., job satisfaction, performance). Moreover, these relationships are
moderated by the personal attribute growth need strength. Empirically, the specific propositions
suggested by the JCM have received limited support. For instance, the moderating effect of
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growth need strength has received limited support (Morgeson & Campion, 2002; Morgeson et
al., 2012), and the mediating roles of felt responsibility and knowledge of results have received
limited support, with research suggesting that experienced meaningfulness is the key critical
psychological state (Humphrey et al., 2007).
Researchers have also proposed a broader conceptualization of work design. Parker et al.
(2001) recognized the need to consider a wider range of work characteristics because of the
changes occurring in the modern workplace and workforce. To this end, Parker et al. (2001)
extended the JCM to include an expanded set of work characteristics, such as job control, skill
variety, feedback/performance monitoring, cognitive demands, physical demands, emotional
demands, role conflict, opportunity for skill acquisition and social contact. Humphrey et al.
(2007) also extended the JCM to include additional motivational, social and work context
characteristics, such as task variety, information processing, job complexity, specialization,
problem solving, social support, interdependence, feedback from others, interaction out of the
organization, physical demands, work conditions, and ergonomics. Research on the expanded
work characteristics theory has provided strong evidence that work characteristics are positively
associated with job satisfaction. For example, Humphrey et al. (2007) meta-analytically
examined hypotheses designed to test the expanded work characteristics theory by integrating
motivational, social, and work context characteristics. They found a positive relationship
between specific work characteristics, such as job autonomy, skill variety, task variety, task
significance, task identity, feedback from the job, information processing, job complexity,
specialization, problem solving, social support, interdependence, feedback from others,
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interaction out of the organization, physical demands, work conditions and ergonomics with job
satisfaction (Humphrey et al., 2007).
The current study will focus on the following specific work characteristics: social
support, job autonomy, rewards, and developmental opportunities. Social support is defined as
the degree to which work provides opportunities for seeking advice and assistance from
supervisors and coworkers (Karasek, 1979). Job autonomy refers to an individual’s freedom and
discretion to make their own choices and decisions on how work is done. Rewards such as work
recognition and promotion refer to the process of giving an employee a certain level of status,
acknowledgement and responsibility within an organization (Robbin, 2001). Finally,
developmental opportunities refer to the process by which individuals learn the knowledge and
skills (i.e., competencies) necessary for effectiveness (Dragoni et al., 2009).
The decision to focus on these work characteristics was based on prior research. I chose
to include job autonomy and social support because they are two of the most commonly studied
work characteristics in the work design literature (e.g., Humphrey et al., 2007) and have been
identified as key work characteristics in the work design literature (Morgeson & Humphrey,
2006). Moreover, job autonomy and social support have been found to be the strongest and
consistent predictors of job satisfaction (Humphrey et al., 2007). Although rewards and
developmental opportunities are less commonly studied studies work characteristics, I chose to
include them because they allow for an expanded set of work characteristics that take into
account the modern and organizational context of the work environment (Parker et al., 2001).
Moreover, job autonomy, rewards, social support and developmental opportunities have been
shown to have a strong relationship with job satisfaction (Sousa-Poza & Sousa-Poza, 2000).
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The conceptualizations of work design discussed thus far have treated work design as a
stable feature of work in which work characteristics are assumed to be static, and where
management is primarily responsible for work design. More recent conceptualizations of work
design, however, highlight the dynamic nature of the work environment and how incumbents can
have an impact on work design (Parker et al., 2017). For instance, Morgeson and Humphrey
(2008, p. 47) defined work design as “the study, creation, and modification of the composition,
content, structure, and environment within which jobs and roles are enacted,” and researchers
have increasingly acknowledged the role of employees in work design (Demerouti, 2014;
Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). These broader conceptualizations suggest that work design can
be in part shaped by employees.
Few empirical studies have examined whether employees' shaping of work characteristics
is associated with job satisfaction. Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) suggested the idea that
employees shape their work to make their jobs more meaningful and satisfying. Similarly, Tims
et al. (2013) suggested the idea that employees change their work characteristics so that their
jobs can better meet their own preferences and needs, which results in an increase in job
satisfaction. This idea was supported by their study, which found that an increase in work
characteristics was associated with an increase in job satisfaction. Although Schaufeli et al.
(2009) did not examine job satisfaction as an outcome, they did examine other indicators of wellbeing and found that an increase in social support, autonomy, developmental opportunities, and
performance feedback was associated with greater levels of work engagement and lower levels
of burnout. Taken together, these studies suggest that employees’ shaping of the work
environment may be associated with an increase in job satisfaction. Therefore, it is expected that
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an improvement in social support, job autonomy, rewards and developmental opportunities will
be associated with an increase in job satisfaction.
Hypothesis 1a-1d: An improvement in (a) job autonomy, (b) rewards, (c) developmental
opportunities, and (d) social support is associated with an increase in job satisfaction.

The Role of Personality in Shaping One’s Work Environment
Research and theory suggest that the work environment can be shaped by the personality
of employees. Roberts’s (2006) ASTMA model of person-organization transactions (attraction,
selection, transformation, manipulation, and attrition) asserts that employees may unconsciously
or consciously attempt to shape their work experiences in order to maximize fit. In other words,
employees may make passive or active changes to their work characteristics so the job better fits
their personality (Nye & Roberts, 2013). An individual may passively change his/her work
environment when others react in ways that are consistent with the individual’s personality
(Roberts, 2006). For instance, an individual who has a tendency to experience anger or hostility
may be unpleasant to be around and difficult to interact with (Hogan & Holland, 2003).
Consequently, others may limit how frequently they interact with the individual, which may lead
to a decrease in social support (Nye & Roberts, 2013; Swickert et al., 2010). This creates a cycle
with employees engaging in behaviors that are consistent with their personality, which evokes
consistent behaviors from others and changes the environment to better fit their personality.
Personality can also motivate individuals to actively change their work environment
(Roberts, 2006). This idea is reflected in the concept of job crafting, which has been defined as
self-initiated change behaviors that individuals engage in to align their jobs with their own
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preferences and motives (Berg & Dutton, 2008). Petrou et al. (2015) and Tims and Bakker
(2010) suggest that employees are motivated to change their work characteristics to better align
their jobs with their own preferences and needs. Although these conceptualizations of job
crafting do not explicitly acknowledge the role of personality in shaping one’s work
characteristics, they do recognize the role of one’s preferences, needs, and motives (Berg and
Dutton, 2008; Petrou et al., 2015; Tims and Bakker, 2010). Given that personality reflects the
unique characteristic pattern of choices, needs, desires and preferences of individuals (i.e.,
motives), it can be assumed that individuals are motivated to change their work environment in
order to better align their work characteristics with their personality. Indeed, Demerouti (2014)
suggested that employees change their work characteristics because they are motivated to create
a better fit between their own attributes (e.g., personality) and those of the work environment.
Taken together, the ASTMA model (Roberts, 2006) suggests that individuals can actively or
passively change their work characteristics to better fit their personality.
Although the ASTMA model (Roberts, 2006) provides some insight into why employees
change their work characteristics, it is limited because it is not specific about the relationships
between specific personality traits and work characteristics. That is, the model does not specify
which types of work characteristics are associated with which types of personality traits. In
contrast, the theory of purposeful work behavior (Barrick et al., 2013) asserts that each of the
Big-Five traits can be linked to particular work characteristics using higher-order implicit goals.
Higher-order implicit goals reflect fundamental, distal, and motivational end states (i.e., personal
agendas, needs, desires) that individuals strive to fulfill, and who often focus attention on these
goals implicitly without being consciously aware of them (Barrick et al., 2013; DeShon &
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Gillespie, 2005). According to Barrick et al. (2013), higher-order implicit goals tend to be
common across individuals, but the importance attached to each goal varies depending on the
individual’s personality (Barrick et al., 2013). Moreover, they suggest that individuals
experience their work as more meaningful by seeking out opportunities to fulfil these goals.
Taken together, these ideas suggest that the desire to fulfill four fundamental goals (e.g., getting
along with others) arises from specific Big-Five traits (e.g., agreeableness) to determine which
types of work characteristics (e.g., social support) individuals are motivated to change to make
work more satisfying (Barrick et al., 2013; Roberts, 2006).
An integration of the ASTMA model (Roberts, 2006) and theory of purposeful work
behavior (Barrick et al., 2013) perspectives would suggest that individuals will make passive or
active changes to particular work characteristics because of their standing on each of the BigFive traits. In particular, each of the Big Five traits will motivate individuals to actively change
certain work characteristics, and each of the Big-Five traits will also passively change certain
work characteristics when others react in ways that are consistent with an individual’s
personality. In what follows, I discuss my hypotheses for the relationship between each
dimension of the Big-Five and the change in work characteristics.
Extraversion describes individuals who are ambitious, sociable, dominant and excitable
(Costa & McCrae, 1992). At the core of extraversion is a sensitivity to obtain rewards and to
exert influence and dominance over others (Judge & Larsen, 2001; Lucas et al., 2000). Given
that rewards are usually awarded to individuals who excel in relation to others, extraverted
individuals are motivated by an innate desire to get ahead of others, and to obtain power,
influence, and status within social hierarchies (Barrick et al., 2013; Wilmot et al., 2019). In
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support of this notion, Barrick et al. (2002) found a positive relationship between extraversion
and the motivation to get ahead of others and to obtain power and dominance within status
hierarchies. Moreover, Costa and McCrae (1988) found a positive relationship between
extraversion and the need for affiliation, social recognition, and exhibition.
According to Hogan and Holland (2003) and Hogan et al. (1998), individuals get ahead at
work by taking initiative, seeking responsibility, getting recognized, and seeking out supportive
relationships. This suggests that work characteristics that allow individuals to take initiative, seek
responsibility, get recognized, and seek out relationships should provide meaningful work for
those who are extraverted because these characteristics help fulfill their innate desire to get ahead
of others (Barrick et al., 2013).
The current study suggests that job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities and
social support are work characteristics that provide extraverted individuals meaningful and
satisfying work. Research suggests that having control over what, when, and how work is
completed (i.e., job autonomy) promotes initiative-taking and responsibility (Frese et al., 2007;
Fuller et al., 2006). This suggests that job autonomy may offer opportunities for extraverted
individuals to take initiative and gain responsibility so they can get ahead of others. For instance,
Frese et al. (2007) theorized that job autonomy should enhance initiative-taking because it leads
to the belief that one has control of relevant and important issues at work and increases one’s
sense of responsibility for the job. In support, they found that job autonomy enhanced initiativetaking through its influence on control orientation.
Similarly, promotions and work recognition (i.e., rewards) provide individuals the
opportunity to gain more responsibility, status, influence, and power within organizations
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(Robbins, 2001). In support of this notion, Johnston and Lee (2013) found that employees
reported experiencing an increase in status after receiving a promotion.
Developmental opportunities allow individuals to acquire the new job knowledge and
skills (Dragoni et al., 2009). Therefore, developmental opportunities may give extraverted
individuals the opportunity to learn the job knowledge and skills needed to get ahead of others
(Wilmot et al., 2019). In support, a meta-analysis found that extraversion is positively associated
a learning goal orientation and regulatory focus promotion, which suggests that extraverted
individuals have greater sensitivities to rewarding stimuli and opportunities for development
(Wilmot et al., 2019).
Finally, social support provides extraverted individuals opportunities to seek out
relationships in order to exert influence and dominance over others (Hogan et al., 1998). For
instance, Hogan et al. (1998) found that extraverted employees demonstrated more socially
supportive and helpful behaviors when their jobs had opportunities for advancement. Taken
together, these ideas suggest that job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities and social
support provide meaningful work for extraverts by allowing them to take initiative, gain
responsibility, get recognized, and seek out relationships (i.e., to get ahead of others).
Research suggests that extraverted individuals may actively or passively change their job
autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities and social support (Barrick et al., 2013;
Roberts, 2006; Wrzesnieweski & Dutton, 2001). Wrzesnieweski and Dutton (2001) and
Demerouti (2014) suggested the idea that individuals may actively change their work
characteristics in order to make jobs more meaningful and satisfying. Moreover, Barrick et al.
(2013) suggested the idea that extraverted individuals experience their jobs as meaningful by
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seeking out opportunities to get ahead of others. Given that job autonomy, rewards, and social
support allow individuals to get ahead of others, extraverted individuals may improve these work
characteristics in order to make their jobs more meaningful and satisfying.
In addition, extraverted individuals may passively change their job autonomy, rewards,
and social support when they evoke trait consistent behaviors from others. For instance,
extraverted individuals are more likely to be perceived by others as leaderlike (Hogan & Kaiser,
2005). Consequently, they are more likely to receive support and high profile tasks that allow for
skill development, more job autonomy and opportunity for rewards from their supervisors
(Nahrgang et al., 2009). Taken together, these ideas suggest that extraverts are likely to increase
their job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities, and social support.
Hypothesis 2a-2c: Extraversion is associated with an improvement in (a) job autonomy,
(b) rewards, (c) developmental opportunities, and (d) social support.
Agreeable individuals (i.e., those who are altruistic, helpful, complaint, friendly,
cooperative, trusting, and kind) have a strong preference for cooperation and interpersonal
harmony (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Given their cooperative and affiliative nature, agreeable
individuals are motivated by an innate desire to get along with others (Barrick et al., 2002). In
support of this idea, Barrick et al. (2002) found a positive relationship between agreeableness
and the motivation to get along with others.
To get along with others at work, agreeable individuals build and maintain relationships,
and cooperate with and gain the approval of others (Hogan & Holland, 2003). Therefore, work
characteristics that allow individuals to build and maintain relationships, and cooperate with and
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gain the approval of others, should provide meaningful work for agreeable individuals because
they help fulfill the desire to get along with others (Barrick et al., 2013).
The current study suggests that social support is a work characteristic that provides
agreeable individuals meaningful and satisfying work. Researchers have suggested the idea that a
socially supportive work environment allows individuals to build and maintain relationships, and
cooperate with and seek the approval of others (Barrick et al., 2013; Hogan & Holland, 2003).
Moreover, a socially supportive work environment increases the likelihood that these
considerate, affiliative, and cooperative acts will result in greater harmony within the group
(Barrick et al., 2013). To this end, Bowling et al. (2005) found that giving social support
mediated the positive relationship between agreeableness and receiving support. This suggests
that agreeable individuals may facilitate a socially supportive environment by giving support,
which may obligate to reciprocate with social support (Bowling et al., 2005). Taken together,
these ideas suggest that social support provides work that is meaningful and satisfying for
agreeable individuals by allowing them to build and maintain relationships, and cooperate with
and seek the approval of others (i.e., get along with others). In contrast to social support, work
characteristics such as job autonomy, developmental opportunities, and rewards are unlikely to
provide agreeable individuals the opportunity to get along with others.
Research suggests that agreeable individuals may actively or passively change their level
of social support at work (Barrick et al., 2013; Roberts, 2006; Wrzesnieweski & Dutton, 2001).
Wrzesnieweski and Dutton (2001) and Demerouti (2014) suggested the idea that individuals may
actively change their work characteristics in order to make jobs more meaningful and satisfying.
Moreover, Barrick et al. (2013) suggested the idea that agreeable individuals experience their
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jobs as meaningful by seeking out opportunities to get along with others. Given that social
support allows individuals to get along with others, agreeable individuals may improve this work
characteristic in order to make their jobs more meaningful and satisfying.
In addition, agreeable individuals may passively change their level of social support
when they evoke trait consistent behaviors from others. For instance, agreeable individuals are
perceived by others as helpful, trustworthy, and easy to get along with (Hogan & Shelton, 1998).
Because of the helpful nature of agreeable individuals, others may feel obligated to reciprocate
their helpful behavior with social support (Bowling et al., 2005). Taken together, these ideas
suggest that agreeable individuals are likely to increase their level of social support.
Hypothesis 3: Agreeableness is associated with an improvement in social support.
Individuals described as independent, imaginative, broad-minded, curious, creative, and
intellectual (i.e., openness to experience) prefer work environments that offer mental stimulation,
potential for growth, and autonomy (Bipp, 2010; Costa & McCrae, 1992). Moreover, these
individuals are motivated by a strong desire to have control over their environment and to pursue
personal growth opportunities (Barrick et al., 2013; Bipp, 2010; Mount et al., 2005). In support,
Judge and Cable (1997) found that open individuals were attracted to workplaces that offered
creative discretion (i.e., autonomy). Similarly, Furnham et al. (2005) found that openness was
associated with a preference for work that allowed autonomy and the use of various skills.
Moreover, De Jong et al. (2001) found a positive relationship between openness to experience
and growth need strength, which is the desire to grow and develop within a job. At work, open
individuals fulfil their desire to have control over their environment and to pursue personal
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growth opportunities by seeking out opportunities for creative independence and personal growth
(Barrick et al., 2013; Bipp, 2010; Hogan & Holland, 2003).
The current study suggests that job autonomy and developmental opportunities are work
characteristics that provide open individuals meaningful and satisfying work. Job autonomy
allows individuals to engage in creative and divergent ways of thinking (Barrick et al., 2013). In
support of this notion, meta-analyses have found a positive relationship between job autonomy
and creativity (e.g., Liu et al., 2016). Developmental opportunities allow employees to test new
ways of thinking and to learn new job knowledge and skill (Dragoni et al., 2009). For example,
McCauley et al. (1994) demonstrated that employees who were placed in developmental
assignments reported higher levels of on-the-job learning. Taken together, these ideas suggest
that job autonomy should provide open individuals the freedom to express their creativity
(Barrick et al., 2013; Sutin & Costa, 2010), whereas developmental opportunities help satisfy
their intellectual curiosity (Cohrs et al., 2006). Therefore, job autonomy and developmental
opportunities may provide open individuals with work that is meaningful and satisfying by
allowing them to obtain creative discretion and personal growth. In contrast to job autonomy and
developmental opportunities, social support and rewards are unlikely to provide open individuals
the opportunity to take control over their environment and to pursue growth opportunities.
Research suggests that open individuals may actively or passively change their level of
job autonomy and developmental opportunities at work. (Barrick et al., 2013; Roberts, 2006;
Wrzesnieweski & Dutton, 2001). Wrzesnieweski and Dutton (2001) and Demerouti (2014)
suggested the idea that individuals may actively change their work characteristics in order to
make jobs more meaningful and satisfying. Moreover, Barrick et al. (2013) suggested the idea
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that open individuals experience their jobs as meaningful by seeking out opportunities for
creative independence and personal growth. Given that job autonomy and developmental
opportunities allows individual to take control over their environment and to pursue growth
opportunities, open individuals may improve these work characteristics in order to make their
jobs more meaningful and satisfying.
In addition, open individuals may passively change their job autonomy and
developmental opportunities when they evoke trait consistent behaviors from others. For
instance, supervisors who perceive individuals as bright, independent, and eager to learn (Hogan
& Shelton, 1998) may be more likely to assign them expanded roles, which allow for more job
autonomy and opportunity for skill development (Dulebohn et al., 2012; Phillips & Bedeian,
1994). Taken together, these ideas suggest that open individuals are likely to increase their job
autonomy and developmental opportunities.
Hypothesis 4a-4b: Openness to experience is associated with an improvement in (a) job
autonomy and (b) developmental opportunities.
Individuals who are conscientious are described as dutiful, hardworking, achievement
oriented, ambitious, self-disciplined, and dependable (Costa & McCrae, 1992). These individuals
are self-starters, strive to achieve, and engage in greater goal-setting (Barrick et al., 2002).
Moreover, conscientious individuals have a strong desire to enhance self-worth and demonstrate
personal competence, and therefore are motivated to get things done and complete work tasks to
a high standard (Barrick et al., 2013). In support of this idea, meta-analytic evidence suggests
that conscientiousness is positively associated with the motivation to perform and set goals
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(Judge & Ilies, 2002). Moreover, conscientiousness is the most consistent personality predictor
of job performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Barrick et al., 2001).
Research also suggests that conscientiousness is associated with the motivation to get
along with others (Barrick et al., 2013; Hogan & Holland, 2003; Hurtz and Donovan, 2000;
Mount et al., 1998). Conscientious individuals are rewarding to deal with and are able to
maintain positive relationships because they follow the rules and act in a consistent and
predictable manner (Barrick et al., 2013; Hogan & Holland, 2003). In support of this notion,
meta-analyses have found a positive relationship between conscientiousness and interpersonallybased criteria such as supervisor-ratings of interpersonal skill and interpersonal facilitation
(Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Mount et al., 1998). Taken together, these ideas suggest that the work
characteristics that allow individuals to get things done, complete tasks to high standards, and to
get along with others should provide work that is meaningful and satisfying for conscientious
because they help fulfil the desire to enhance self-worth, demonstrate personal competence, and
to get along with others.
The current study suggests that job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities, and
social support are work characteristics that provide conscientious individuals meaningful and
satisfying work. Humphrey et al. (2007) suggested the idea that employees experience work as
meaningful if they successfully make progress towards goal accomplishment. They also suggest
the idea that job autonomy should promote experienced meaningfulness because it gives
employees the ability to find alternative paths toward goal accomplishment if they learn that their
current path is unsuccessful. In support of this idea, Fried and Ferris’s (1987) meta-analysis
found a positive relationship between job autonomy and experienced meaningfulness. This
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suggests that job autonomy should provide conscientious individuals meaningful and satisfying
work because it gives them the freedom to take initiative and choose the best method and
strategy to complete work tasks efficiently and effectively (i.e., get things done; Barrick &
Mount, 1993).
Additionally, because conscientiousness is associated with greater performance (Barrick
et al., 2001), and because better performers are more likely to receive rewards (Bruk-Lee et al.,
2009), rewards should provide conscientious individuals opportunities to enhance self-worth and
feel accomplished (Bipp, 2010; Judge et al., 2002).
Developmental opportunities allow individuals to acquire new job knowledge and skills
(Dragoni et al., 2009). Therefore, developmental opportunities may give conscientious
individuals the opportunity to learn new job knowledge and skills to perform their jobs
competently.
Finally, social support allows individuals to get along with others by fostering a
cooperative and harmonious work environment (Barrick et al., 2013). Therefore, a socially
supportive work environment should provide conscientious individuals meaningful work because
it helps fulfil their desire to get along with others. Taken together, these ideas suggest that job
autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities, and social support provide meaningful work
for conscientious individuals by allowing individuals to demonstrate personal competence,
enhance self-worth, and to get along with others.
Research suggests that conscientious individuals may actively or passively change their
job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities, and social support (Barrick et al., 2013;
Roberts, 2006; Wrzesnieweski & Dutton, 2001). Wrzesnieweski and Dutton (2001) suggested
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the idea that individuals may actively change their work characteristics in order to make jobs
more meaningful and satisfying. Moreover, Barrick et al. (2013) suggested the idea that
conscientious individuals experience their jobs as meaningful by seeking out opportunities to
demonstrate personal competence, enhance self-worth and to get along with others. Given that
job autonomy, rewards and developmental opportunities allow employees to demonstrate
personal competence, enhance self-worth and to get along with others, conscientious individuals
may improve these work characteristics in order to make their jobs more meaningful and
satisfying.
In addition, conscientious individuals may passively change their job autonomy, rewards,
developmental opportunities and social support when they evoke trait consistent behaviors from
others. Conscientious individuals who get work assignments done and have higher levels of
performance (Barrick & Mount, 2001; Barrick et al., 2013), are more likely to have higherquality relationships with their supervisors (Bernerth et al., 2007). Consequently, these
individuals are given more resources such as rewards, job autonomy, developmental
opportunities, and support from their supervisors (Bernerth et al., 2007; Kamdar & Van Dyne,
2007). Moreover, conscientious individuals are more likely to engage in helping behaviors
(Kamdar & Van Dyne, 2007), which may obligate others to reciprocate with social support
(Bowling et al., 2005). Taken together, these ideas suggest that conscientious individuals are
likely to increase their job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities, and social support.
Hypothesis 5a-5d: Conscientiousness is associated with an improvement in (a) job
autonomy, (b) rewards, (c) developmental opportunities and (d) social support.
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Emotionally unstable (neurotic) individuals are described as insecure, anxious, depressed,
vulnerable, and impulsive (Costa & McCrae, 1992). These individuals are prone to depression
and hopelessness, and are less likely to be goal oriented (Penney et al., 2011). Emotionally
unstable individuals also have a lower sense of self-worth, and they lack self-confidence and
frequently worry about failure (Barrick et al., 2013). Therefore, they are more motivated to avoid
failure than to accomplish tasks (Barrick et al., 2002). In contrast, emotionally stable individuals
are described as calm, confident, secure, positive, and resilient (Costa & McCrae, 1992). These
individuals exhibit a greater desire for achievement because they experience less anxiety and
depression, and are better able to focus on work tasks and get things done (Barrick & Mount,
1991). Emotionally stable individuals also have a strong desire to enhance self-worth and
demonstrate personal competence (Barrick et al., 2013). In support, meta-analytic evidence
suggests that emotional stability is positively associated with the motivation to perform and set
goals (Judge & Ilies, 2002).
Moreover, research suggests that emotional stability is associated with the motivation to
get along with others (Barrick et al., 2013; Hogan & Holland, 2003; Hurtz and Donovan, 2000;
Mount et al., 1998). Emotionally stable individuals are rewarding to deal with and are able to
maintain positive relationships because they are pleasant to be around and interact well with
others (Barrick et al., 2013; Hogan & Holland, 2003). In support of this notion, meta-analyses
have found a positive relationship between emotional stability and interpersonally-based criteria
such as supervisor-ratings of interpersonal skill and interpersonal facilitation (Hurtz & Donovan,
2000; Mount et al., 1998). Taken together, these ideas suggest that the work characteristics that
allow individuals to get things done, complete tasks to high standards, and to get along with
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others should provide work that is meaningful and satisfying for emotionally stable individuals
because they help fulfil the desire to enhance self-worth, demonstrate personal competence, and
to get along with others.
The current study suggests that job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities, and
social support are work characteristics that provide emotionally stable individuals meaningful
and satisfying work. Humphrey et al. (2007) suggested the idea that job autonomy should
promote meaningfulness because it gives employees the ability to find alternative paths toward
goal accomplishment if their current path is unsuccessful. In support, Fried and Ferris’s (1987)
meta-analysis found a positive relationship between job autonomy and experienced
meaningfulness. This suggests that job autonomy should provide emotionally stable individuals
meaningful and satisfying work because it gives them the freedom to choose the best method and
strategy to complete work tasks competently (i.e., get things done; Barrick & Mount, 1993).
Additionally, rewards are more likely to be given to those who do their jobs well (BrukLee et al., 2009). Because emotionally stable individuals are better performers (Barrick et al.,
2001), rewards should provide emotionally stable individuals opportunities to enhance self-worth
and feel accomplished (Bipp, 2010; Judge et al., 2002).
Developmental opportunities allow individuals to acquire new job knowledge and skills
(Dragoni et al., 2009). Therefore, developmental opportunities may give emotionally stable
individuals the opportunity to learn new job knowledge and skills to perform their jobs
competently.
Finally, social support allows individuals to get along with others by fostering a
cooperative and harmonious work environment (Barrick et al., 2013). Therefore, a socially
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supportive work environment should provide emotionally stable individuals meaningful work
because it helps fulfil their desire to get along with others. Taken together, these ideas suggest
that job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities, and social support provide meaningful
work for emotionally stable individuals by allowing them to demonstrate personal competence,
enhance self-worth, and to get along with others.
Research suggests that emotionally stable individuals may actively or passively change
their job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities, and social support. (Barrick et al.,
2013; Roberts, 2006; Wrzesnieweski & Dutton, 2001). Wrzesnieweski and Dutton (2001)
suggested the idea that individuals may actively change their work characteristics in order to
make jobs more meaningful and satisfying. Moreover, Barrick et al. (2013) suggested the idea
that emotionally individuals experience their jobs as meaningful by seeking out opportunities to
demonstrate personal competence, enhance self-worth and to get along with others. Given that
job autonomy, rewards and developmental opportunities allow employees to demonstrate
personal competence, enhance self-worth and to get along with others, emotionally stable
individuals may improve these work characteristics in order to make their jobs more meaningful
and satisfying.
In addition, emotionally stable individuals may passively change their job autonomy,
rewards, developmental opportunities and social support when they evoke trait consistent
behaviors from others. Emotionally stable individuals complete their work and have higher
levels of performance (Barrick & Mount, 2001; Barrick et al., 2013), and therefore are more
likely to have higher-quality relationships with their supervisors (Bernerth et al., 2007).
Consequently, these individuals are given more resources such as rewards, job autonomy,
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developmental opportunities, and support from their supervisors (Bernerth et al., 2007; Kamdar
& Van Dyne, 2007). Moreover, emotionally stable individuals are more likely to engage in
helping behaviors (Kamdar & Van Dyne, 2007), which may obligate others to reciprocate with
social support (Bowling et al., 2005). Taken together, these ideas suggest that emotionally stable
individuals are likely to increase their job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities, and
social support.
Hypothesis 6a-6d: Emotional Stability is associated with an improvement in (a) job
autonomy, (b) rewards, (c) developmental opportunities and (d) social support.
Taken together, Hypotheses 1 through 6a-6d suggest parallel mediation models in which
each of the Big-Five traits are associated with an increase in job satisfaction through its effects
on particular work characteristics. Extraverted individuals may actively change job autonomy,
rewards, developmental opportunities and social support to get ahead of others. They may also
passively change these work characteristics when they are perceived by others as leaderlike and
receive support and high-profile tasks that allow for skill development, more job autonomy, and
opportunity for rewards from their supervisors. Subsequently, the active and passive changes to
job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities and social support is associated with an
increase in job satisfaction.
Hypothesis 7a-7d: Extraversion has an indirect effect on an increase in job satisfaction
via an improvement in (a) job autonomy, (b) rewards, (c) developmental opportunities and (d)
social support.
Agreeable individuals may actively change social support to get along with others. They
may also passively change social support when their helpful nature obligates others to
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reciprocate with social support. Subsequently, the active and passive changes to social support is
associated with an increase in job satisfaction.
Hypothesis 8: Agreeableness has an indirect effect on an increase in job satisfaction via
an improvement in social support.
Open individuals may actively change job autonomy and developmental opportunities to
experience creative independence and personal growth. In addition, they may also passively
change these work characteristics when they are assigned expanded roles, which allow for more
job autonomy and opportunity for skill development. Subsequently, the active and passive
changes to job autonomy and developmental opportunities is associated with an increase in job
satisfaction.
Hypothesis 9a-9b: Openness to experience has an indirect effect on an increase in job
satisfaction via an improvement in (a) job autonomy and (b) developmental opportunities.
Conscientious individuals may actively change job autonomy, rewards, developmental
opportunities and social support to demonstrate personal competence, enhance self-worth and to
get along with others. They may also passively change job autonomy, rewards, developmental
opportunities and social support. Conscientious individuals are more likely to have higherquality relationships with their supervisors, and therefore are given more resources such as
rewards, job autonomy, developmental opportunities and support. Subsequently, the active and
passive changes to work characteristics is associated with an increase in job satisfaction.
Hypothesis 10a-10d: Conscientiousness has an indirect effect on an increase in job
satisfaction via an improvement in (a) job autonomy, (b) rewards, (c) developmental
opportunities and (d) social support.
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Emotionally stable individuals may actively change job autonomy, rewards,
developmental opportunities and social support to demonstrate personal competence, enhance
self-worth and to get along with others. They may also passively change job autonomy, rewards,
developmental opportunities and social support. Emotionally stable individuals have higher
levels of job performance, are more likely to have higher-quality relationships with their
supervisors, and therefore are given resources such as rewards, job autonomy, developmental
opportunities, and support. Subsequently, the active and passive changes in work characteristics
is associated with an increase in job satisfaction.
Hypothesis 11a-11d. Emotional stability has an indirect effect on an increase in job
satisfaction via an improvement in (a) job autonomy, (b) rewards, (c) developmental
opportunities and (d) social support.
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CHAPTER THREE: STUDY 1 METHODOLOGY
Sample and Procedure
The sample for this study consists of working adults who participated in the Health
Retirement Study (HRS), a nationally representative study of US adults who are 50 and above.
The HRS is sponsored by the National Institute on Aging (grant number NIA U01AG009740)
and is conducted by the University of Michigan. The HRS samples respondents using a
multistage probability design and excludes individuals who are institutionalized. Since its
beginning in 1992, HRS has collected data biennially on the health and economics conditions of
aging adults via telephone or face-to-face interviews. In 2006, HRS started collecting biennial
longitudinal data on psychosocial factors (including work-related factors) via a self-administered
survey that respondents complete and return by mail. This psychosocial and lifestyle
questionnaire was left with a rotating (random) one-half of face-to-face interview respondents,
and the remaining one-half received the survey at the next survey wave. Therefore, longitudinal
data are available at four-year intervals. For this study, only employed individuals with
information on the Big-Five personality traits, work characteristics, and job satisfaction were
included. To this end, this study utilized a two-wave design using data from the 2008 and 2012
study waves because they are the only waves with information needed for this study. To obtain
this data, I downloaded and merged three datasets from the HRS website. The first dataset, the
cross-wave tracker file, contains the demographic information (age, race, gender) that will be
used in my study. The second dataset, the 2008 Psychosocial Leave-Behind Questionnaire file,
contains information on the Big-Five, work characteristics, and job satisfaction of respondents in

33

2008. Finally, the third dataset, the 2012 Psychosocial Leave-Behind Questionnaire file, contains
information on work characteristics, and job satisfaction of respondents in 2012. Respondent
data from the cross-wave tracker, 2008 and 2012 Psychosocial Leave-Behind Questionnaire
datasets were merged into one dataset using household identification and person numbers. After
filtering out individuals who were unemployed in 2008 or 2012, experienced involuntary job
loss, or did not answer the survey. I had 683 usable respondents (59 percent were male, 84.8
percent were White, M age = 61.79) to conduct my analyses. Participants reported working in a
broad range of occupations across a broad range of industries such as agriculture, retail,
hospitality, finance, legal, construction, food services, customer service, education, healthcare,
government, manufacturing, and information technology.
There are some benefits and limitations associated with using the HRS sample, which
consists of a nationally representative sample of U.S. adults who are 50 years or older. On the
one hand, a benefit of using such a sample allows us to be more confident that the results of this
study will generalize to all U.S. adults who are 50 years or older. On the other hand, the sample
may limit the generalizability of the results to U.S. adults who are 50 years or older. However,
despite the concerns associated with using an older sample, some research suggests that using an
older sample may actually provide a conservative estimate of the influence of personality. For
instance, Bui (2017) found that personality had a weaker influence on job satisfaction for older
workers (individuals who are 50 years or older) than for young and middle-aged workers. This
suggests that the results of my study may be a conservative estimate of the effects in the general
U.S. population. Finally, a benefit of using a HRS sample is that the use of a two-wave design
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allows us to study how the work experiences of employees may change due to their personality,
which cannot be achieved with a cross-sectional dataset.

Measures
Study 1 Variables
Big-Five Personality Traits
The Big-Five traits were measured using 26 adjective descriptors from the Midlife in the
United States study (MIDUS; Lachman & Weaver, 1997). Conscientiousness consists of 5
adjective descriptors: organized, responsible, hardworking, careless (reverse-scored), thorough.
Agreeableness consists of 5 adjective descriptors: warm, caring, helpful, sympathetic, and
softhearted. Neuroticism (Emotional stability) consists of 4 adjective descriptors: moody
(reverse-scored), worrying (reverse-scored), calm, and nervous. (reverse-scored). Extraversion
consists of 5 adjective descriptors: talkative, active, lively, outgoing, and friendly. Finally,
openness to new experience consists of 7 adjective descriptors: imaginative, creative, curious,
sophisticated, adventurous, intelligent and broadminded. Participants were asked “Please indicate
how well each of the following DESCRIBES YOU” on a 4-point Likert-type scale ranging from
1 (A lot) to 4 (Not at all). Items were recoded so higher scores reflect a higher standing on that
trait. The reliabilities were  = .67 for conscientiousness,  = .80 for agreeableness,  = .69 for
neuroticism,  = .73 for extraversion, and  = .73 for openness to experience.
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Work Characteristics
T1 and T2 work characteristics (rewards, social support, developmental opportunities, job
autonomy) were measured using 10 items from the Psychosocial and Lifestyle Questionnaire
(HRS, 2008; 2012). Rewards were measured using 3 items: “I receive the recognition I deserve
for my work,” “Promotions are handled fairly,” and “My job promotion prospects are poor”
(reverse-scored). Social support was measured using 2 items: “I receive adequate support in
difficult situations” and “The people I work with can be relied on when I need help.”
Developmental opportunities were measured using 2 items: “I have the training opportunities I
need to perform my job safely and competently” and “I have the opportunity to develop new
skills.” Job autonomy was measured using 3 items: “I have a lot to say about what happens on
my job,” “At work, I feel I have control over what happens in most situations,” and “I have very
little freedom to decide how I do my work” (reverse-scored). Participants were asked “Please say
how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements” on a 4-point Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 (A lot) to 4 (Not at all). Items were recoded so higher scores reflect a higher
standing on that work characteristic. The reliabilities were  = .68 for job autonomy,  = .52 for
developmental opportunities,  = .63 for social support, and  = .66 for rewards.

Job Satisfaction
T1 and T2 overall job satisfaction was measured using a single item (“All things
considered I am satisfied with my job”) from the Psychosocial and Lifestyle Questionnaire
(HRS, 2008; 2012). Participants were asked “Please say how much you agree or disagree with
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each of the following statements” on a 4-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (A lot) to 4 (Not
at all). Item scores were recoded so higher scores reflect a higher standing on job satisfaction.

Demographics
I used three demographic items from the Psychosocial and Lifestyle Questionnaire (HRS,
2008) to gather descriptive information on participant age, race, and gender.

Data Analysis
I analyzed my data in R (lavaan package; R Core Team, 2021), using a structural
equation model that integrates latent change score modeling (LCSM; McArdle, 2009) and
longitudinal mediation analysis (Selig & Preacher, 2009). A LCSM consists of a standard
specification of latent factors at two or more measurement occasions. Occasion-specific factors
are first specified using a set of observed indicators. This model assumes measurement
invariance, this means that the same configuration of relationships between latent factors and
observed indicators exists across measurement occasions. For the present study, T1 and T2 latent
factors were constructed to represent each work characteristic using item scores as observed
indicators. LCSM was used to specify T1 latent level and latent change factors. This was done by
constraining the regression path from the T2 latent factor to the T1 latent factor to 1 and setting
the variance of the T2 latent variable to 0. In addition, I modeled the latent change score factor to
account for all the residual variance in the T2 latent factor by constraining the regression path
from the latent change score factor to the T2 latent factor to 1. This implicitly defines the latent
change score factor as the difference between two measurement occasions. LCSM has a few
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advantages over traditional methods of estimating change. Change scores for the empirical
measures are not computed. Instead, the covariance matrix of the observed variables is analyzed
according to the latent change speciﬁcations. This avoids problems associated with measurement
error. Finally, LCSM allows the use of all available data rather than only complete data.
The data analysis for this study consisted of four steps. For step 1, I specified a
measurement model for each Big-Five trait using item scores as indicators. The measurement
model for each Big-Five trait was analyzed using CFA to address any problem items.
For step 2, I specified a measurement model to test the measurement equivalence of job
autonomy, rewards, development opportunities, and social support across T1 and T2. These
latent factors formed the LCSMs that were used in subsequent steps.
For step 3, each of the work characteristic LCS variables were fit individually to ensure
that the change score variables converged. I also estimated a univariate LCSM of job
satisfaction, but could not evaluate model fit because it has as many unique pieces of information
as there are parameters to be estimated (i.e., it is just identified). For step 1 to 3, multiple indices
of fit such as the Root Means Square Error Approximation, Comparative Fit Index, and the
Tucker-Lewis Index (Hu & Bentler, 1999) were examined to ensure that the specified model fit
the data. Values greater than .90 (for TLI and CFI) or less than .08 (for RMSEA) signify
acceptable ﬁt (Byrne, 2001). The chi-square test was not used to evaluate fit because the test is
almost always statistically significant for models with more than 400 cases (Kenny et al., 2015).
Finally, for step 4, five latent change score mediational models were estimated to test
hypotheses 1-11. For Hypothesis 1a-1d, I regressed job satisfaction change on job autonomy
change, rewards change, developmental opportunities change and social support change. For
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Hypothesis 2a-2c, I regressed job autonomy change on extraversion, rewards change on
extraversion, developmental opportunities change on extraversion and social support change on
extraversion. For Hypothesis 3, I regressed social support change on agreeableness. For
Hypothesis 4a-4b, I regressed job autonomy change on openness to experience and
developmental opportunities change on openness to experience. For Hypothesis 5a-5d, I
regressed job autonomy change on conscientiousness, rewards change on conscientiousness,
developmental opportunities change on conscientiousness and social support change on
conscientiousness. For Hypothesis 6a-6d, I regressed job autonomy change on emotional
stability, rewards change on emotional stability, developmental opportunities change on
emotional stability, and social support change on emotional stability.
For Hypothesis 7a-7d, I estimated the indirect effects of extraversion on a change in job
satisfaction via a change in job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities, and social
support. Therefore, I specified a model where extraversion is predictor X, job satisfaction change
is outcome Y, and job autonomy change, rewards change, developmental opportunities change,
and social support change are mediators M1, M2, M3 and M4, respectively.
For Hypothesis 8, I estimated the indirect effect of agreeableness on a change in job
satisfaction via a change in social support. I also accounted for the change in job autonomy,
rewards, and developmental opportunities as mediators. Therefore, I specified a model where
agreeableness is predictor X, job satisfaction change is outcome Y, and job autonomy change,
rewards change, developmental opportunities change, and social support change are mediators
M1, M2, M3 and M4, respectively.
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For Hypothesis 9a-9b, I estimated the indirect effects of openness to experience on a
change in job satisfaction via a change in job autonomy and developmental opportunities. I also
accounted for the change in rewards and social support as mediators. Therefore, I specified a
model where openness to experience is predictor X, job satisfaction change is outcome Y, and
job autonomy change, rewards change, developmental opportunities change, and social support
change are mediators M1, M2, M3 and M4, respectively.
For Hypothesis 10a-10d, I estimated the indirect effects of conscientiousness on the
change in job satisfaction via a change in job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities,
and social support. Therefore, I specified a model where conscientiousness is predictor X, job
satisfaction change is outcome Y, and job autonomy change, rewards change, developmental
opportunities change, and social support change are mediators M1, M2, M3 and M4,
respectively.
For Hypothesis 11a-11d, I estimated the indirect effects of emotional stability on the
change in job satisfaction via a change in job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities,
and social support. Therefore, I specified a model where emotional stability is predictor X, job
satisfaction change is outcome Y, and job autonomy change, rewards change, developmental
opportunities change, and social support change are mediators M1, M2, M3 and M4,
respectively.
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CHAPTER FOUR: STUDY 1 RESULTS
The means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for all study 1 variables and
measurement occasions are displayed in Table 1.
.
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics and correlations for Study 1 variables.
Variables
1. Extraversion
2. Agreeableness
3. Openness To Experience
4. Conscientiousness
5. Emotional Stability
6. Job Autonomy T1
7. Job Autonomy T2
8. Rewards T1
9. Rewards T2
10. Developmental Opportunity T1
11. Developmental Opportunity T2
12. Social Support T1
13. Social Support T2
14. Job Satisfaction T1
15. Job Satisfaction T2

M (SD)
3.34 (0.53)
3.58 (0.46)
3.18 (0.58)
3.49 (0.41)
3.01 (0.57)
3.11 (0.61)
3.04 (0.66)
2.78 (0.68)
2.85 (0.74)
3.14 (0.62)
3.13 (0.63)
3.15 (0.60)
3.19 (0.61)
3.41 (0.70)
3.50 (0.68)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

.49***
.43***
.28***
.22***
.26***
.20***
.26***
.22***
.22***
.19***
.29***
.24***
.21***
.15***

.27***
.32***
.04
.10*
.09*
.08*
.12***
.12***
.10**
.20***
.16***
.19***
.10**

.36***
.23***
.21***
.20***
.13***
.13***
.20***
.20***
.18***
.14***
.13***
.08*

.25***
.24***
.22***
.14***
.14***
.23***
.24***
.23***
.23***
.19***
.13***

.23***
.24***
.22***
.20***
.20***
.19***
.23***
.16***
.17***
.15***

.51***
.51***
.39***
.52***
.38***
.50***
.35***
.44***
.26***

.38***
.57***
.34***
.53***
.31***
.51***
.28***
.42***

.55***
.48***
.39***
.51***
.38***
.49***
.31***

.37***
.54***
.34***
.56***
.34***
.50***

.45***
.52***
.32***
.42***
.30***

.33***
.59***
.30***
.45***

Note. N = 683
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics and correlations for Study 1 variables.
Variables
1. Extraversion
2. Agreeableness
3. Openness To Experience
4. Conscientiousness
5. Emotional Stability
6. Job Autonomy T1
7. Job Autonomy T2
8. Rewards T1
9. Rewards T2
10. Developmental Opportunity T1

12

13

11. Developmental Opportunity T2
12. Social Support T1
13. Social Support T2
14. Job Satisfaction T1

.44***
.42***

.30***

15. Job Satisfaction T2

.29***

.49***

14

.39***
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Step 1: Big-Five measurement models.
The measurement model for extraversion showed good fit (χ2 = 6.24, df = 3; CFI = .996;
TLI = .988; RMSEA = .038). The measurement model for agreeableness showed acceptable fit
(χ2 = 23.18, df = 5; CFI = .982; TLI = .964; RMSEA = .071). The measurement model for
openness to experience showed acceptable fit (χ2 = 65.85, df = 13; CFI = .958; TLI = .932;
RMSEA = .078). The measurement model for conscientiousness showed acceptable fit (χ2 =
53.68, df = 4; CFI = .986; TLI = .986; RMSEA = .052). With the exception of RMSEA, the
measurement model for emotional stability showed acceptable fit (χ2 = 12.08, df = 2; CFI = .981;
TLI = .943; RMSEA = .086). It is important to note that RMSEA is positively biased when df is
small (Kenny et al., 2015).

Step 2: Longitudinal measurement invariance.
Before testing my hypotheses, I first examined the longitudinal invariance of the factor
loadings (metric invariance), item intercepts (scalar invariance), and residuals (residual
invariance) of the measures across T1 and T2 (e.g., Kline, 2005; Schmitt & Kuljanin, 2008). I
specified a measurement model including two factors of job autonomy, two factors of rewards,
two factors of development opportunities and two factors of social support for the two
measurement occasions. Each factor was indicated by items assessing the work characteristic at
the given measurement occasion. I tested configural invariance by allowing the errors of the
same item at T1 and T2 to be correlated. The factors were also allowed to be correlated. This
model had acceptable fit (χ2 = 406.30, df = 132; CFI = .941; TLI = .915; RMSEA = .054). I
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tested metric invariance by constraining the factor loadings of the same item at T1 and T2 to be
equal. This model had acceptable fit (χ2 =414.68, df = 142; CFI = .941; TLI = .922; RMSEA =
.051). I tested scalar invariance by constraining the intercepts of the same item at T1 and T2 to
be equal (in addition to constraining factor loadings). This model had acceptable fit (χ2 = 460.13,
df = 150; CFI = .933; TLI = .915; RMSEA = .054). I tested residual invariance by constraining
the residual of the same item at T1 and T2 to be equal (in addition to constraining factor loadings
and item intercepts). This model had acceptable fit (χ2 = 492.09, df = 160; CFI = .929; TLI =
.915; RMSEA = .054).
After each step of this stepwise procedure, the change in model ﬁt was evaluated.
Regarding model evaluations, the traditional way to do so is by performing a Δ χ2 -difference test
(Bollen, 1989; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). However, because Δ χ2 is susceptible to sample size
and non-normality, Cheung and Rensvold (2002) suggested to rely on the ΔCFI. Following
Cheung and Rensvold’s (2002) suggestion that “a value of Δ CFI smaller than or equal to Δ 0.01
indicates that the null hypothesis of invariance should not be rejected,” (p. 251), my results at
each step of the stepwise procedure (all Δ CFIs < 0.01) suggest that all work characteristics
measured qualified for longitudinal invariance.

Step 3: Latent change score models.
The LCSM for rewards showed acceptable fit (χ2 = 64.86, df = 13; CFI = .930; TLI =
.920; RMSEA = .077). The LCSM for job autonomy showed acceptable fit (χ2 = 60.34, df = 13;
CFI = .947; TLI = .939; RMSEA = .072). With the exception of RMSEA, the LCSMs for
developmental opportunities (χ2 = 28.48, df = 4; CFI = .920; TLI = .890; RMSEA = .093) and

42

social support (χ2 = 27.03, df = 4; CFI = .946; TLI = .919; RMSEA = .091) showed acceptable
fit. The RMSEAs for developmental opportunities and social support may be positively biased
due to their small dfs (Kenny et al., 2015).
Table 2: Indirect effects of the Big-Five on job satisfaction change.
X -> M
M -> Y
Indirect effect
X
M
a
SE
b
SE
a x b SE
CI lower CI upper
E
Δ Job Autonomy
0.12**
0.05
0.54**
0.18
0.06 0.03
0.01
0.12
Δ Rewards
0.13**
0.05
1.08*** 0.29
0.14 0.07
0.02
0.27
Δ Developmental 0.22*** 0.04
0.70
0.69
0.15 0.16
-0.16
0.47
Δ Social Support
0.20*** 0.05
0.65**
0.25
0.13 0.06
0.00
0.26
A
Δ Job Autonomy
0.08
0.07
0.49**
0.16
0.04 0.04
-0.03
0.11
Δ Rewards
0.14
0.07
1.02*** 0.26
0.15 0.08
-0.02
0.31
Δ Developmental 0.17
0.09
0.51
0.37
0.08 0.08
-0.07
0.24
Δ Social Support
0.15
0.09
0.52**
0.19
0.08 0.06
-0.03
0.19
O
Δ Job Autonomy
0.11**
0.04
0.51**
0.18
0.05 0.03
0.00
0.11
Δ Rewards
0.07
0.04
0.97*** 0.25
0.07 0.04
-0.01
0.16
Δ Developmental 0.22*** 0.06
0.79
0.78
0.17 0.19
-0.19
0.54
Δ Social Support
0.12
0.05
0.52**
0.20
0.06 0.04
-0.01
0.13
C
Δ Job Autonomy
0.19*** 0.05
0.58**
0.19
0.11 0.05
0.02
0.21
Δ Rewards
0.18**
0.06
1.06*** 0.29
0.19 0.09
0.02
0.36
Δ Developmental 0.31*** 0.07
0.75
0.72
0.23 0.24
-0.24
0.70
Δ Social Support
0.25*** 0.07
0.65**
0.25
0.06 0.02
-0.00
0.32
ES Δ Job Autonomy
0.20*** 0.06
0.53**
0.18
0.10 0.05
0.01
0.20
Δ Rewards
0.11
0.07
0.97*** 0.26
0.11 0.07
-0.03
0.24
Δ Developmental 0.24**
0.08
0.50
0.43
0.02 0.01
-0.10
0.34
Δ Social Support
0.15
0.08
0.53**
0.20
0.08 0.05
-0.02
0.19
Note. Unstandardized coefficients are reported.
E, extraversion; A, agreeableness; O, openness to experience; C, conscientiousness; ES, emotional stability; X,
predictor; M, mediator; Y, outcome; SE, standard error; CI, confidence interval
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001

Step 4: Hypothesis testing.
Table 2 displays the results for Hypotheses 1a-1d through 11a-11d. The results presented
in the second column (M -> Y) provide partial support for Hypothesis 1a-1d, which predicted
that an improvement in job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities, and social support

43

is associated with an increase in job satisfaction. Specifically, an improvement in job autonomy,
rewards and social support were associated with an increase in job satisfaction across the five
models. However, an improvement in developmental opportunities was not associated with an
increase in job satisfaction.
The results provided support for Hypothesis 2a-2d, which predicted that extraversion is
associated with an improvement in job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities and
social support. Specifically, extraversion was associated with an improvement in job autonomy
(b = 0.12, SE = 0.04, p < .01), rewards (b = 0.13, SE = 0.05, p < .01), developmental
opportunities (b = 0.22, SE = 0.05, p < .001), and social support (b = 0.20, SE = 0.05, p < .001).
The results failed to support Hypothesis 3, which predicted that agreeableness is
associated with an improvement in social support. Specifically, the relationship between
agreeableness and an improvement in social support was not significant (b = 0.15, SE = 0.09,
n.s.).
The results provided support for Hypothesis 4a-4b, which predicted that openness to
experience is associated with an improvement in job autonomy and developmental opportunities.
Specifically, openness to experience was associated with an improvement in job autonomy (b =
0.11 SE = 0.04, p < .01) and developmental opportunities (b = 0.22, SE = 0.06, p < .001).
The results provided support for Hypothesis 5a-5d, which predicted that
conscientiousness is associated with an improvement in job autonomy, rewards, developmental
opportunities and social support. Specifically, conscientiousness was associated with an
improvement in job autonomy (b = 0.19, SE = 0.05, p < .001), rewards (b = 0.18, SE = 0.06, p <
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.01), developmental opportunities (b = 0.31, SE = 0.07, p < .001), and social support (b = 0.25,
SE = 0.07, p < .001).
The results provided partial support for Hypothesis 6a-6d, which predicted that emotional
stability is associated with an improvement in job autonomy, rewards, developmental
opportunities and social support. Specifically, emotional stability was associated with an
improvement in job autonomy (b = 0.20, SE = 0.06, p < .001) and developmental opportunities
(b = 0.24, SE = 0.08, p < .01). However, emotional stability was not associated with an
improvement in rewards (b = 0.11, SE = 0.07, n.s.) and social support (b = 0.15, SE = 0.08, n.s.).
The results provided partial support for Hypothesis 7a-7d, which predicted that
extraversion has an indirect effect on an increase in job satisfaction via an improvement in job
autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities and social support. Extraversion had a
significant indirect effect on an increase in job satisfaction via an improvement in job autonomy
(b = 0.06, SE = 0.03, 95% CI [0.01, 0.12]), rewards (b = 0.14, SE = 0.7, 95% CI [0.02, 0.27]),
and social support (b = 0.13, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [0.00, 0.26]). However, extraversion did not
have an indirect effect on an increase in job satisfaction via developmental opportunities (b =
0.15, SE = 0.16, 95% CI [-0.16, 0.47]).
The results failed to support Hypothesis 8, which predicted that agreeableness has an
indirect effect on an increase in job satisfaction via an improvement in social support. The
indirect effect of agreeableness on an increase in job satisfaction via social support was not
significant (b = 0.08, SE = 0.06, 95% CI [-0.03, 0.19]).
The results provided partial support for Hypothesis 9a-9b, which predicted that openness
to experience has an indirect effect on an increase in job satisfaction via an improvement in job
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autonomy and developmental opportunities. Openness to experience had a significant indirect
effect on an increase in job satisfaction via an improvement in job autonomy (b = 0.05, SE =
0.03, 95% CI [0.00, 0.11]). However, openness to experience did not have an indirect effect on
an increase in job satisfaction via an improvement in developmental opportunities (b = 0.17, SE
= 0.19, 95% CI [-0.19, 0.54]).
The results provided partial support for Hypothesis 10a-10d, which predicted that
conscientiousness has an indirect effect on an increase in job satisfaction via an improvement in
job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities and social support. Conscientiousness had a
significant indirect effect on an increase in job satisfaction via an improvement in job autonomy
(b = 0.11, SE = 0.05, 95% CI [0.02, 0.21]) and rewards (b = 0.19, SE = 0.09, 95% CI [0.02,
0.36]). However, conscientiousness did not have an indirect effect on an increase in job
satisfaction via developmental opportunities (b = 0.23, SE = 0.24, 95% CI [-0.24, 0.70]) and
social support (b = 0.16, SE = 0.08, 95% CI [-0.00, 0.32]).
The results provided partial support for Hypothesis 11a-11d, which predicted that
emotional stability has an indirect effect on an increase in job satisfaction via an improvement in
job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities and social support. Emotional stability had
a significant indirect effect on an increase in job satisfaction via an improvement in job
autonomy (b = 0.10, SE = 0.05, 95% CI [0.01, 0.20]). However, emotional stability did not have
an indirect effect on an increase in job satisfaction via an improvement in rewards (b = 0.11, SE
= 0.07, 95% CI [-0.03, 0.24]), developmental opportunities (b = 0.12, SE = 0.11, 95% CI [-0.10,
0.34]) and social support (b = 0.08, SE = 0.05, 95% CI [-0.02, 0.19]).
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CHAPTER FIVE: STUDY 1 DISCUSSION
Consistent with past research, I found that an improvement in job autonomy, rewards,
and social support was associated with an increase in job satisfaction (Tims et al., 2013).
Contrary to my expectations, an improvement in developmental opportunities was not associated
with an increase in job satisfaction. A closer look at the study output indicates that the variance
of the latent change in developmental opportunities factor was not statistically significant, which
explains why the latent change in developmental opportunities was not associated with the latent
change in job satisfaction. Nevertheless, these result for the most part are consistent with the
notion that employees can change their work characteristics so that their jobs can better meet
their own preferences and needs, which results in an increase in job satisfaction (Demerouti,
2012; Tims et al., 2013).
The results also support the ideas proposed by an integration of the ASTMA model
(Roberts, 2006) and theory of purposeful work behavior (Barrick et al., 2013) perspectives,
which suggest that individuals will make passive or active changes to particular work
characteristics because of their standing on each of the Big-Five traits. With the exception of
agreeableness, each of the Big-Five was associated with an improvement in specific work
characteristics. In particular, extraversion was associated with an improvement in job autonomy,
rewards, developmental opportunities, and social support. This provides some support for the
idea that extraverted individuals passively or actively change their job autonomy, rewards,
developmental opportunities and social support. Moreover, an improvement in job autonomy,
rewards, and social support mediated the relationship between extraversion and an increase in

47

job satisfaction. This suggests that extraverted individuals may change these work
characteristics, which increases job satisfaction.
Openness to experience was associated with an improvement in job autonomy and
developmental opportunities. This provides some support for the idea that open individuals
passively or actively change their job autonomy and developmental opportunities. Moreover, an
improvement in job autonomy mediated the relationship between openness to experience and an
increase in job satisfaction. This suggests that open individuals may change these work
characteristics, which increases job satisfaction.
Conscientiousness was associated with an improvement in job autonomy, rewards,
developmental opportunities and social support. This provides some support for the idea that
conscientious individuals passively or actively change their job autonomy, rewards,
developmental opportunities and social support. Moreover, an improvement in job autonomy,
rewards, and social support mediated the relationship between conscientiousness and an increase
in job satisfaction. This suggests that conscientious individuals may change these work
characteristics, which increases job satisfaction.
Emotional stability was associated with an improvement in job autonomy and
developmental opportunities. This provides some support for the idea that emotionally stable
individuals passively or actively change their job autonomy and developmental opportunities.
Moreover, an improvement in job autonomy mediated the relationship between emotional
stability and an increase in job satisfaction. This suggests that emotionally stable individuals may
change job autonomy, which increases job satisfaction. Contrary to my expectations, emotional
stability was not associated with an improvement in rewards and social support. Perhaps,
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emotionally stable individuals are not motivated to change rewards and social support because
they are already self-confident and self-reliant.
Contrary to my expectations, agreeableness was not associated with an improvement in
social support. One plausible explanation is that although agreeable individuals are motivated to
get along with others, the cooperative and affiliative behaviors they engage in may not be enough
to change the work environment. For instance, Thomas et al. (2010) pointed out that agreeable
individuals’ tendencies towards modesty and compliance are in contrast with the proactive
tendencies needed to change the environment. Another plausible explanation has to do with the
age of workers in my study sample. Perhaps, older workers (50 years and above) may be
expected by others to act in agreeable and helpful ways (Bertolino et al., 2013; Truxillo et al.,
2012), and therefore others do not feel obligated to reciprocate their helpful behavior with social
support.
In conclusion, Study 1 results support the idea that personality influences job satisfaction
through the shaping of one’s work environment. This study found that a change in job autonomy,
rewards and social support mediated the relationships between the Big-Five traits and the change
in job satisfaction. With that being said, an important limitation of this study is that I was unable
to test more directly the active and passive pathways by which personality is theorized to
influence work characteristics. Therefore, I designed Study 2 to address this concern.

49

CHAPTER SIX: STUDY 2
Study 1 integrated the ASTMA (Roberts, 2006) and the theory of purposeful work
behavior (Barrick et al., 2013) to predict that each of the Big-Five traits would be associated with
a change in specific work characteristics. In particular, it was theorized that each of the Big-Five
traits would motivate individuals to actively change certain work characteristics, and each of the
Big-Five traits would also passively change certain work characteristics when others react in
ways that are consistent with an individual’s personality. Although Study 1 theorized that there
are active and passive pathways in which personality can influence a change in work
characteristic, it did not directly examine the relationship between personality and proposed
pathways. In Study 2, I addressed this limitation by examining the proposed active and passive
pathways. This study focused on the specific relationships between personality traits and work
characteristics in the active pathway (i.e., personality – job crafting) and the passive pathway
(i.e., personality – others-initiated job crafting). In contrast to research on job crafting, which
includes an established measure to study the active pathway, less attention has been devoted to
assessing and studying passive mechanisms. Nevertheless, I will adapt a measure of job crafting
to study others’ reactions (i.e., passive pathway) to an individual’s standing on the Big-Five
traits. In doing so, I study how the Big-Five can motivate individuals to actively change their
work environment, and how the Big-Five can passively change the work environment when
others react in ways that are consistent with an individual’s personality.
The ASTMA model (Roberts, 2006) asserts that personality can motivate individuals to
actively change their work environment. This idea is reflected in the concept of job crafting,
defined as self-initiated change behaviors that individuals engage in to align their jobs with their
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own preferences and motives (Berg & Dutton, 2008). Because job crafting involves initiating
changes in the job design, researchers have operationalized job crafting according to the types of
characteristics in the JD – R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001; Tims &
Bakker, 2010): job demands and job resources. Job demands are characteristics of work that
require sustained effort. Job resources are work characteristics that have motivational potential
because they help achieve work-related goals, fulfil basic human needs and foster individuals’
growth and development (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001; Tim & Bakker,
2010). Tims et al. (2013) further refined the JD – R model by distinguishing job demands and
job resources into four job crafting dimensions. They separated job resources into structural (e.g.,
job autonomy and developmental opportunities) and social (e.g., social support, feedback)
resources. Job demands were separated into challenging (e.g., workload) and hindering (e.g.,
emotional demands) demands. Although both hindering and challenging demands require
sustained effort, challenging demands may be perceived positively by individuals because they
offer opportunities for personal gain and growth when individuals are able to overcome them,
whereas hindering demands are perceived as stressful because they get in the way of personal
growth and goal attainment (Tims et al., 2012). Job crafting involves initiating changes to
challenging job demands, hindering job demands, structural job resources, or social job resources
to better meet one’s preferences and needs, and to make work more meaningful and satisfying
(Demerouti, 2014).
The current study will use the Job Crafting Scale developed by Tims et al. (2012) to
assess job crafting behaviors. In the development of this scale, Tims et al. (2012) decided what
work characteristics to include based on reviews of the most common job demands and job
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resources in the most influential theories. However, since this is a generic scale of job crafting, it
is possible that this scale does not include every job demand or job resource an individual may
craft. Table 3 illustrates how the work characteristics measured in Study 1 map onto the job
crafting behaviors measured in Study 2. Development opportunities and job autonomy map onto
structural job resources, and social support maps onto social job resources. Although rewards do
not completely map onto any of the four job crafting behaviors, the work recognition aspect of
rewards is conceptually similar to the performance feedback aspect of social job resources.
Table 3: Mapping Study 1 work characteristics to Study 2 job crafting behaviors
Study 1: Work Characteristics

Study 2: Job Crafting Behaviors

Developmental Opportunities

Structural Job Resources

Example: I have the opportunity to develop

Example: I try to develop my capabilities.

new skills.
Job Autonomy

Structural Job Resources

Example: I have very little freedom to decide

Example: I decide on my own how I do

how I do my work.

things.

Social Support

Social Job Resources

Example: The people I work with can be

Example: I ask colleagues for advice.

relied on when I need help.
Rewards

Social Job Resources

Example: I receive the recognition I deserve

Example: I ask whether my supervisor is

for my work.

satisﬁed with my work.
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To understand who engages in job crafting, researchers have also explored its
dispositional antecedents. Bipp and Demerouti (2014) demonstrated that an avoidance
temperament was positively related to reducing hindering demands, whereas approach
temperament was positively related to seeking job resources and challenging job demands. Tims
et al. (2012) found a positive relationship between proactive personality and seeking job
resources and challenging job demands. Finally, Roczniewska and Bakker (2016) found a
positive relationship between extraversion with seeking structural and social job resources and
challenging job demands, a negative relationship between neuroticism and seeking structural job
resources, and a negative relationship between psychoticism and seeking social job resources.
They also found that narcissism was positively related to crafting social job resources,
challenging job demands, and reducing hindering demands, whereas psychopathy was negatively
related to seeking social resources. Although these studies have helped the literature identify the
dispositional factors that influence job crafting, one of the most popular frameworks of
personality, the Big-Five, as a whole has not been studied within the context of job crafting.
In addition to studying how the Big-Five can motivate individuals to actively change
their work characteristics, I also examined if the Big-Five can passively change work
characteristics when others react in ways that are consistent with an individual’s personality.
Although there are some theoretical reasons why personality may passively change work
characteristics, there is a lack of empirical research that supports the passive pathway hypothesis
(Roberts, 2006). In contrast to the active pathway, which has been studied in the job crafting
literature with a validated measure of job crafting scale (e.g., Tims et al., 2013), the passive
pathway has not been studied empirically with a validated scale. Therefore, the current study
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investigates the passive pathway as a potential mechanism in which personality may have an
influence on work characteristics. I will do this by adapting the Job Crafting Scale (Tims et al.,
2012) to measure others-initiated job crafting and examine the relationship between the Big-Five
traits and others-initiated job crafting.
The theory of purposeful work behavior (Barrick et al., 2013) and job crafting research
suggests that each of the Big-Five traits will be associated with job crafting behaviors.
Extraverted individuals are motivated by an innate desire to get ahead of others (Barrick et al.,
2013). Structural and social resources (e.g., autonomy, social support, feedback), and challenging
demands (e.g., taking on new or challenging projects) allow individuals to take initiative, seek
responsibility, get recognized, and seek out supportive relationships (i.e., get ahead of others;
Barrick et al., 2013; Hogan & Hogan, 2003; Tims et al., 2012). Taken together, these ideas
suggest that extraverted individuals are motivated to craft structural and social resources, and
challenging demands to get ahead of others. In support of this idea, Roczniewska and Bakker
(2016) found a positive relationship between extraversion with seeking structural and social
resources, and challenging demands.
Hypothesis 12a-12c: Extraversion has a positive relationship with (a) crafting structural
and (b) social resources, and (c) crafting challenging job demands.
In addition, extraverted individuals may have their jobs crafted by others when they
evoke trait consistent behaviors from others. For instance, extraverted individuals are more likely
to be perceived by others as leaderlike (Hogan & Kaiser, 2005). Consequently, they are more
likely to receive social resources (e.g., social support, feedback) and high profile tasks that allow
for structural resources (e.g., job autonomy) and challenging demands from their supervisors
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(Nahrgang et al., 2009). Taken together, these ideas suggest that extraverts are likely to receive
from others structural and social resources, and challenging demands.
Hypothesis 13a-13c: Extraversion has a positive relationship with (a) others-initiated
structural and (b) social resources, and (c) others-initiated challenging job demands.
This study suggests that agreeableness will be positively related to job crafting social
resources. Agreeable individuals are motivated by an innate desire to get along with others
(Barrick et al., 2002). Social resources (e.g., social support, feedback) allow individuals to build
and maintain relationships, and cooperate with and seek the approval of others (i.e., get along
with others; Barrick et al., 2013; Hogan & Hogan, 2003; Tims et al., 2012). Taken together, this
suggests that agreeable individuals are motivated to craft social resources to get along with
others.
Hypothesis 14: Agreeableness has a positive relationship with crafting social resources.
In addition, agreeable individuals may have their social resources crafted by others when
they evoke trait consistent behaviors from others. For instance, agreeable individuals are
perceived by others as helpful, trustworthy, and easy to get along with (Hogan & Shelton, 1998).
Because of the helpful nature of agreeable individuals, others may feel obligated to reciprocate
their helpful behavior with structural resources (e.g., social support; Bowling et al., 2005). Taken
together, these ideas suggest that agreeable individuals are likely to receive from others social
resources.
Hypothesis 15: Agreeableness has a positive relationship with others-initiated social
resources.
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This study suggests that openness to experience will be positively related to job crafting
structural resources and challenging demands. Open individuals are motivated by a strong desire
to have control over their environment and to pursue personal growth opportunities (Barrick et
al., 2013; Bipp, 2010; Mount et al., 2005). This suggests that open individuals are motivated to
craft structural resources (e.g., autonomy, developmental opportunities) and challenging
demands (e.g., new projects) because these work characteristics provide opportunities for
personal growth and mental stimulation (Tims et al., 2012).
Hypothesis 16a-16b: Openness to experience has a positive relationship with (a) crafting
structural resources and (b) challenging demands.
In addition, open individuals may have their structural resources and challenging
demands crafted by others when they evoke trait consistent behaviors from others. For instance,
supervisors who perceive individuals as bright, independent, and eager to learn (Hogan &
Shelton, 1998) may be more likely to assign them expanded roles (e.g., challenging demands),
which allow for more structural resources (e.g., job autonomy, developmental opportunities;
Dulebohn et al., 2012; Phillips & Bedeian, 1994). Taken together, these ideas suggest that open
individuals are likely to receive from others structural resources and challenging demands.
Hypothesis 17a-17b: Openness to experience has a positive relationship with (a) othersinitiated structural resources and (b) others-initiated challenging demands.
This study suggests that conscientiousness will be positively related to job crafting
structural and social resources, and challenging demands. Conscientious individuals have a
strong desire to enhance self-worth and demonstrate personal competence, and therefore are
motivated to get things done and complete work tasks to a high standard (Barrick et al., 2013).
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Moreover, conscientious individuals are motivated to get along with others (Hogan & Holland,
2003). These ideas suggest that conscientious individuals should craft structural and social
resources, and challenging demands because these work characteristics allow individuals to
demonstrate personal competence, get things done, and get along with others. For instance,
structural resources (e.g., autonomy, developmental opportunities) help individuals get work
done and accomplish tasks effectively, taking on challenging demands (e.g., new projects) can
lead to achievement and feelings of accomplishment, and social resources allow individuals to
build and maintain relationships (Barrick et al., 2013; Tims et al., 2012).
Hypothesis 18a-18c: Conscientiousness has a positive relationship with (a) crafting
structural and (b) social resources, and (c) challenging demands.
In addition, conscientious individuals may have their job crafted by others when they
evoke trait consistent behaviors from others. Conscientious individuals who get work
assignments done and have higher levels of performance (Barrick & Mount, 2001; Barrick et al.,
2013), are more likely to have higher-quality relationships with their supervisors (Bernerth et al.,
2007). Consequently, these individuals are given more challenging demands and structural and
social resources (e.g., job autonomy, developmental opportunities) from their supervisors
(Bernerth et al., 2007; Kamdar & Van Dyne, 2007). Moreover, conscientious individuals are
more likely to engage in helping behaviors (Kamdar & Van Dyne, 2007), which may obligate
others to reciprocate with social resources (Bowling et al., 2005). Taken together, these ideas
suggest that conscientious individuals are likely to receive from others structural and social
resources, and challenging demands.
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Hypothesis 19a-19c: Conscientiousness has a positive relationship with (a) othersinitiated structural and (b) social resources, and (c) others-initiated challenging demands.
This study suggests that emotional stability will be positively related to job crafting
structural and social resources, and challenging demands, and negatively related to reducing
hindering demands. Emotionally stable individuals have a strong desire to enhance self-worth
and demonstrate personal competence (Barrick et al., 2013). These individuals exhibit a greater
desire for achievement and are better able to focus on getting things done and completing work
tasks (Barrick & Mount, 1991). In contrast, less emotionally stable individuals frequently worry
about failure, and therefore are motivated to avoid failure than to accomplish tasks (Barrick et
al., 2002; Barrick et al., 2013). Emotionally stable individuals are also motivated to get along
with others (Hogan & Holland, 2003). Taken together, these ideas suggest that emotionally
stable individuals should craft structural and social resources, and challenging demands because
these work characteristics help individuals demonstrate personal competence, get things done,
and get along with others. For instance, structural resources (e.g., autonomy) help individuals get
work done and accomplish tasks effectively, social resources allow individuals to build and
maintain relationships, and taking on challenging demands can lead to feelings of achievement
and accomplishment (Tims et al., 2012). Moreover, these individuals should be less likely to
reduce hindering demands because it reflects attempts to avoid failure. For instance, reducing
hindering demands can reflect attempts to reduce demands when individuals feel overwhelmed
and unable perform their tasks well (Tims et al., 2012). In terms of empirical support,
Roczniewska and Bakker (2016) found that neuroticism (emotional stability) was negatively
(positively) related to crafting structural resources, but unrelated to crafting social resources, and
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hindering and challenging demands. However, their measure of neuroticism was derived from a
scale used to assess dark personality traits. The current study will reexamine these relationships
to see if these results change when using a more general measure of neuroticism (emotional
stability).
Hypothesis 20a-20d: Emotional stability has a positive relationship with (a) crafting
structural and (b) social resources, and (c) challenging demands, and (d) a negative relationship
with reducing hindering demands.
In addition, emotionally stable individuals may have their job crafted by others when they
evoke trait consistent behaviors from others. Emotionally stable individuals complete their work
and have higher levels of performance (Barrick & Mount, 2001; Barrick et al., 2013), and
therefore are more likely to have higher-quality relationships with their supervisors (Bernerth et
al., 2007). Consequently, these individuals are given more challenging demands and structural
and social resources (e.g., job autonomy, developmental opportunities) from their supervisors
(Bernerth et al., 2007; Kamdar & Van Dyne, 2007). Moreover, emotionally stable individuals are
more likely to engage in helping behaviors (Kamdar & Van Dyne, 2007), which may obligate
others to reciprocate with social resources (Bowling et al., 2005). Taken together, these ideas
suggest that emotionally stable individuals are likely to receive from others structural and social
resources, and challenging demands. In contrast to the active pathway, which suggests that
emotionally unstable individuals are motivated to reduce hindering demands to avoid failure, I
do not expect others to help reduce the demands of emotionally unstable individuals. Therefore, I
do not propose a relationship between emotional stability and others-reducing hindering
demands.
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Hypothesis 21a-21c: Emotional stability has a positive relationship with (a) othersinitiated structural and (b) social resources, and (c) others-initiated challenging demands.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: STUDY 2 METHODOLOGY
Sample and Procedure
This study used Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTURK), an online crowdsourcing
platform that is commonly used in research to collect data for a small monetary compensation
(Buhrmester et al., 2011). To be eligible, participants needed to be 18 years or older, located in
the United States, employed for a minimum of 20 hours per week, and proficient in English.
Each participant was paid one dollar and fifty cents for participating. A power analysis using
G*power (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009) was conducted to determine the necessary
sample size for a test of linear multiple regression with R2 = .25, 80% power, and an  = .05.
The power analysis suggests that a sample size of n = 200 was needed to detect an effect size that
is similar to what has been founded in prior research examining the relationship between
personality and job crafting (Roczniewska & Bakker, 2016; Tims et al., 2012). Therefore, the
current study tried to recruit approximately 250 participants due to anticipated attrition and
careless responding associated with online research (Meade & Pappalardo, 2013). Due to
COVID-19 and the way it has changed how people work (e.g., transition from working in the
office to working from home), employees may not have the same opportunity to job craft during
COVID as they did pre-COVID. This study addressed this by adapting the instructions of the job
crafting measure to ask participants “In general (including both before and during COVID)…”
how often they engaged job crafting. Similarly, I asked participants “In general (including both
before and during COVID)…” how often they experienced others-initiated job crafting.
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Participants read a brief description of the study and clicked on a link that directed them
to a Qualtrics survey to participate in the study. The first page of the online survey displayed an
informed consent form. Participants who agreed to the specifications listed on the informed
consent form continued onto the survey. Participants who did not agree to the specifications on
the informed consent form were sent to the final page of the survey without answering any
survey items. After providing consent, participants completed several demographic items. Once
demographic questions were answered, participants answered questions about personality and
job crafting, in this order. Participants also answered three quality control questions used to filter
out careless/inattentive responders. Upon completion of the survey, participants were debriefed
and thanked for their time.
After excluding participants who inaccurately responded to one or more quality control
questions (n = 47), I had 237 usable respondents (50.2 percent were male, M age = 39.36, M
hours worked per week = 39.99, M tenure = 7.61 years, 42.2 percent were in supervisory roles,
91.6 percent employed full-time, 67.1 percent telecommute for work due to COVID-19) to
conduct my analyses. Participants reported working in a broad range of occupations across a
broad range of industries such as agriculture, retail, hospitality, finance, legal, construction, food
services, customer service, education, healthcare, government, manufacturing, and information
technology.
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Measures
Independent and Dependent Variables
Big-Five Personality Traits
This study used a 20-item conscientiousness (e.g., “I am always prepared”), 20-item
agreeableness (e.g., “I like to do things for others.”), 20-item emotional stability (e.g., “I am
filled with doubts about things”), 20-item extraversion (e.g., “I show my feelings when I’m
happy.”) and 20-item openness to experience (e.g., “Need a creative outlet.”) scale taken from
the International Personality Item Pool (DeYoung et al., 2007). Participants were asked “Please
indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements” on a 5-point
Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The reliabilities were

 = .87 for conscientiousness,  = .89 for agreeableness,  = .95 for emotional stability,  = .92
for extraversion and  = .90 for openness to experience.

Job Crafting
This study used the 21-item Job Crafting Scale developed by Tims et al. (2012) to
measure job crafting. Structural job resources were assessed using 5 items (e.g., “I try to develop
my capabilities.”). Social job resources were assessed using 5 items (e.g., “I ask colleagues for
advice.”). Challenging job demands were assessed using 5 items (e.g., “I regularly take on extra
tasks even though I do not receive extra salary for them.”). Reducing hindering job demands
were assessed using 6 items (e.g., “I make sure that my work is mentally less intense.”).
Participants were asked “In general (including both before and during COVID), how often do
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you do each of the following things on your job?” on a scale from 1 (Never) to 5 (Very often).
The reliabilities were  = .89 for structural job resources,  = .89 for social job resources,  =
.87 for challenging job demands and  = .89 for reducing hindering job demands.

Others-initiated Job Crafting
This study adapted the 21-item Job Crafting Scale developed by Tims et al. (2012) to
measure others-initiated job crafting. Job crafting items were reworded to reflect job crafting that
is initiated by others. Others-initiated structural job resources were assessed using 5 items (e.g.,
“Others at work give me the opportunity to develop my capabilities.”). Others-initiated social job
resources were assessed using 5 items (e.g., “My colleagues offer me advice.”). Others-initiated
challenging job demands were assessed using 5 items (e.g., “Others at work give me the
opportunity to take on extra tasks even though I do not receive extra salary for them.”). Othersreducing hindering job demands were assessed using 6 items (e.g., “Others at work allow me to
minimize contact with people whose problems affect me emotionally.”). Participants were asked
“In general (including both before and during COVID), how often do OTHERS give you the
opportunity to do each of these things on your job regardless of whether you seek these things
out?” on a scale from 1 (Never) to 5 (Very often). The reliabilities were  = .92 for othersinitiated structural job resources,  = .88 for others-initiated social job resources,  = .89 for
others-initiated challenging job demands and  = .89 for others-reducing hindering job demands.
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Quality Control
This study used Bogus/Careless Response Items (Meade & Craig, 2012) to exclude
careless responders. On a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5)
strongly agree, participants answered 1. “Respond with ‘strongly agree’ to this item,” 2. “I do not
understand a word of English,” and 3. “I am located in the United States.”

Demographics
This study used several brief demographic items to gather descriptive information on the
participants: age, gender, employment status, tenure, occupation, industry, supervisory status,
and work hours. I also asked participants if they telecommute for work due to COVID-19.
Participants who telecommute for work due to COVID-19 were asked to report the percentage of
the work week they spend working away from the office.

Data Analysis
Once data collection was completed, I cleaned the data before testing my hypotheses. A
quality control variable was created to filter out careless/inattentive responders. Participants who
respond higher than 2 to the item “I do not understand a word of English” or those who provide a
response other than “strongly agree” to the item “Please respond with ‘strongly agree’ to this
item” or those who respond lower than 4 to the item “I am located in the United States” (Meade
& Craig, 2012) were filtered out. Participants who took on average, less than 1 second to
complete each item were also filtered out.
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After cleaning the data, I computed means, standard deviations, intercorrelations, and
reliability estimates of for all study variables. I also computed frequencies for age and gender. To
test my hypotheses, I conducted multiple linear regression analyses.
For hypothesis 12a, 16a, 18a and 20a, I regressed self-initiated structural resources on all
Big-Five traits. For hypothesis 13a, 17a, 19a and 21a, I regressed others-initiated structural
resources on all Big-Five traits. For hypothesis 12b, 14, 18b, and 20b, I regressed self-initiated
social resources on all Big-Five traits. For hypothesis 13b, 15, 19b and 21b, I regressed othersinitiated social resources on all Big-Five traits. For hypothesis 12c, 16b, 18c and 20c, I regressed
self-initiated challenging demands on all Big-Five traits. For hypothesis 13c, 17b, 19c and 21c, I
regressed others-initiated challenging demands on all Big-Five traits. For hypothesis 20d, I
regressed self-reducing hindering demands on all Big-Five traits.
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CHAPTER EIGHT: STUDY 2 RESULTS
The means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for study 2 variables are displayed
in Table 4.
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Table 4: Descriptive statistics and correlations for Study 2 variables
Variables

M (SD)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1. Extraversion
2. Openness To Experience
3. Agreeableness
4. Conscientiousness
5. Emotional Stability
6. Self-initiated Structural
7. Self-initiated Social
8. Self-initiated Challenging

3.46 (0.72)
3.90 (0.59)
4.03 (0.54)
3.99 (0.52)
3.67 (0.84)
3.97 (0.73)
2.77 (0.93)
3.20 (0.91)

.49***
.31***
.41***
.50***
.58***
.48***
.57***

.43***
.33***
.19**
.56***
.30***
.46***

.39***
.29***
.35***
.11
.26***

.45***
.47***
.18**
.37***

.30***
.07
.19**

.51***
.67***

.63***

9. Self-reducing Hindering
10. Others-initiated Structural
11. Others-initiated Social
12. Others-initiated Challenging
13. Others-reducing Hindering

2.78 (0.93)
3.60 (0.88)
3.13 (0.90)
3.15 (0.89)
2.77 (0.84)

-.09
.51***
.45***
.39***
-.17**

-.09
.40***
.30***
.36***
-.22***

-.23***
.29***
.22***
.23***
-.19**

-.17**
.26***
.24***
.21***
-.10

-.22***
.26***
.14*
.12
-.10

.01
.66***
.57***
.55***
-.03

.11
.57***
.79***
.61***
.12

8

9

10

11

12

-.05
.60***
.55***
.67***
-.09

.07
.18**
.11
.53***

.69***
.72***
.14*

.70***
.16*

.22***

Note. N = 237
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001

Table 5: Regressions examining the Big-Five and job crafting behaviors relationships

Predictor
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Openness To Experience
Conscientiousness
Emotional Stability

Structural
.34***
.04
.30***
.24***
-.05

Self-initiated Job Crafting
Social
Challenging
.54***
.46***
-.04
.00
.07
.20**
.06
.19**
-.21**
-.16

R2
.47***
.27***
Note. N = 237; Standardized regression coefficients are presented.
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001

.39***

Hindering
.14
-.14
-.09
-.07
-.20*
.09**
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Structural
.41***
.10
.15*
.00
.01
.30***

Others-initiated Job Crafting
Social
Challenging
.45***
.31***
.08
.07
.06
.18*
.06
.04
-.12
-.09
.24***

.20***

Hindering
-.04
-.09
-.17*
.02
-.02
.06*

Table 5 displays the multiple linear regressions results for hypotheses 12a-c to 21a-c. In
general, the Big-Five accounted for significant variance across all self-initiated job crafting
behaviors (structural resources, R2 = .47, p < .001; social resources, R2 = .27, p < .001;
challenging demands, R2 = .39, p < .001; reducing hindering demands, R2 = .09, p < .01), and all
other-initiated job crafting behaviors (others-initiated structural resources, R2 = .30, p < .001;
others-initiated social resources, R2 = .24, p < .001; others-initiated challenging demands, R2 =
.20, p < .001; others-reducing hindering demands, R2 = .06, p < .05).
The results provided support for Hypothesis 12a-12c, which predicted that extraversion
will have a positive relationship with crafting structural and social resources, and crafting
challenging job demands. Specifically, extraversion had a positive relationship with crafting
structural (β = .34, b = 0.34, SE = 0.07, p < .001) and social resources (β = .54, b = 0.70, SE =
0.10, p < .001), and crafting challenging demands (β = .46, b = 0.59, SE = 0.09, p < .001).
The results provided support for Hypothesis 13a-13c, which predicted that extraversion
will have a positive relationship with others-initiated structural and social resources, and othersinitiated challenging demands. Specifically, extraversion had a significant positive relationship
with others-initiated structural resources (β = .41, b = 0.50, SE = 0.09, p < .001), others-initiated
social resources (β = .45, b = 0.57, SE = 0.10, p < .001), and others-initiated challenging
demands (β = .31, b = 0.39, SE = 0.10, p < .001).
The results failed to support Hypothesis 14, which predicted that agreeableness will have
a positive relationship with crafting social resources. The relationship between agreeableness and
social job resources was not significant (β = -.04, b = -0.08, SE = 0.11, n.s.).
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The results failed to support Hypothesis 15, which predicted that agreeableness will have
a positive relationship with others-initiated social resources. The relationship between
agreeableness and others-initiated social job resources was not significant (β = .08, b = 0.13, SE
= 0.11, n.s.).
The results provided support for Hypothesis 16a-16b, which predicted that openness to
experience will have a positive relationship with crafting structural resources and crafting
challenging demands. Specifically, openness to experience had a positive relationship with
crafting structural resources (β = .30, b = 0.37, SE = 0.08, p < .001), and crafting challenging
demands (β = .20, b = 0.31, SE = 0.10, p < .01).
The results provided support for Hypothesis 17a-17b, which predicted that openness to
experience will have a positive relationship with others-initiated structural resources and othersinitiated challenging demands. Openness to experience had a significant positive relationship
with others-initiated structural resources (β = .15, b = 0.24, SE = 0.11, p < .05) and othersinitiated challenging demands (β = .18, b = 0.28, SE = 0.11, p < .05).
The results provided partial support for Hypothesis 18a-18c, which predicted that
conscientiousness will have a positive relationship with crafting structural and social resources,
and crafting challenging demands. Specifically, conscientiousness had a positive relationship
with crafting structural (β = .24, b = 0.34, SE = 0.09, p < .001) and crafting challenging demands
(β = .19, b = 0.34, SE = 0.11, p < .01). However, conscientiousness was not significantly related
to social resources (β = .06, b = 0.11, SE = 0.13, n.s.).
The results failed to support Hypothesis 19a-19c, which predicted that conscientiousness
will have a positive relationship with others-initiated structural and social resources, and others-
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initiated challenging demands. Specifically, conscientiousness was not significantly related to
others-initiated structural (β = .00, b = -0.01, SE = 0.12, n.s.) and social resources (β = .06, b =
0.10, SE = 0.12, n.s.), and others-initiated challenging demands (β = .04, b = 0.07, SE = 0.13,
n.s.).
The results provided partial support for Hypothesis 20a-20d, which predicted that
emotional stability will have a positive relationship with crafting structural and social resources,
and crafting challenging demands, and a negative relationship with reducing hindering job
demands. Specifically, emotional stability was not significantly related to structural job resources
(β = -.05, b = -0.05, SE = 0.05, n.s.). Emotional stability had a significant relationship with
crafting social job resources (β = -.21, b = -0.23, SE = 0.08, p < .01) and crafting challenging
demands (β = -.16, b = -0.18, SE = 0.07, p < .05), but in the opposite direction of what was
hypothesized. Emotional stability had a negative relationship with reducing hindering job
demands (β = -.20, b = -0.23, SE = 0.09, p < .05).
The results failed to support Hypothesis 21a-21c, which predicted that emotional stability
will have a positive relationship with others-initiated structural and social resources, and othersinitiated challenging demands. Specifically, emotional stability was not significantly related to
others-initiated structural (β = .01, b = 0.01, SE = 0.07, n.s.) and social resources (β = -.12, b = 0.14, SE = 0.08, n.s.), and others-initiated challenging demands (β = -.09, b = -0.10, SE = 0.08,
n.s.).

71

CHAPTER NINE: STUDY 2 DISCUSSION
Active Pathway
Consistent with my expectations and past research (Roczniewska & Bakker, 2016),
extraversion was associated with crafting structural and social resources, and challenging
demands. This finding supports the notion that extraverted individuals are motivated to get ahead
of others (Barrick et al., 2013). Extraverted individuals craft structural and social resources, and
challenging demands because these work characteristics allow individuals to take initiative, seek
responsibility, get recognized, and seek out supportive relationships (i.e., get ahead of others;
Hogan & Holland, 2003; Tims et al., 2013).
Also consistent with my expectations, openness to experience was associated with
crafting structural resources and challenging demands. This supports the idea that open
individuals are motivated to have control over their work environment and to pursue personal
growth opportunities (Barrick et al., 2013). Open individuals craft structural resources and
challenging demands because these work characteristics allow individuals to have creative
independence and personal growth (Barrick et al., 2013; Tims et al., 2012).
Also consistent with my expectations, conscientiousness was associated with crafting
structural resources and challenging demands. This supports the idea that conscientious
individuals have a strong desire to enhance self-worth and demonstrate personal competence,
and therefore are motivated to get things done and complete work tasks to a high standard
(Barrick et al., 2013). Conscientious individuals craft structural resources and challenging
demands because these work characteristics allow individuals to enhance self-worth and
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demonstrate personal competence by helping them get things done and complete work tasks to a
high standard (Barrick et al., 2013; Tims et al., 2012).
Finally, consistent with my expectations, emotional stability was negatively associated
with reducing hindering demands. This finding is consistent with past research (Roczniewska &
Bakker, 2016), which suggests that emotionally stable individuals are less motivated to avoid
failure and therefore are less likely to reduce hindering demands because reducing hinder
demands reflects attempts to avoid failure.
Contrary to my expectations, conscientiousness was unrelated to crafting social
resources. Taking a closer look at the items for crafting social resources suggests that it is
conceptually similar to feedback-seeking behavior (e.g., “I ask others for feedback on my job
performance”). Thus, one plausible explanation is that although conscientious individuals may
offer help and engage in helpful behavior, this does not necessarily mean that they are motivated
to seek feedback or ask for help. For instance, Wanberg and Kammeyer-Mueller (2000) found no
relationship between conscientiousness and information- or feedback-seeking behaviors. Their
explanation for this null finding is that because conscientious individuals tend to be self-reliant
and self-confident, they expect to be successful and do not feel the need to seek feedback.
Contrary to my expectations, agreeableness was unrelated to crafting social resources.
One plausible explanation is that although agreeable individuals are friendly, cooperative, and
affiliative, this does not necessarily mean that they want to proactively seek out relationship with
others (Wanberg & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000). Moreover, agreeable individuals may offer help
and engage in helpful behavior, but this does not necessarily mean that they are motivated to ask
for help (Wanberg & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000).
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Also contrary to my expectations, emotional stability was unrelated to structural
resources. This result is inconsistent with prior research that found a positive relationship
between emotional stability and crafting structural resources (Roczniewska & Bakker, 2016).
However, it is important to note that the estimates reported in my results section reflect partial
correlation coefficients, accounting for the effects of conscientiousness, extraversion, openness
to experience and agreeableness. The zero-order correlations indicate that emotional stability is
positively associated with structural resources. To that end, this study theorized that
conscientiousness and emotional stability would be associated with crafting structural resources
because these traits are associated with the higher-order implicit goal getting things done. Thus,
one plausible explanation for this unexpected finding is that the part of emotional stability that
overlaps with conscientiousness is associated getting ahead of others, which is associated with
crafting structural resources. However, once the overlap between conscientiousness and
emotional stability is removed, the independent part of emotional stability is not associated with
crafting structural resources. In contrast to what I expected, emotional stability was negatively
associated with crafting social resources. Research on emotional stability, burnout and
conservation of resources (COR) theory may provide a plausible explanation for this unexpected
finding. According to COR theory, when individuals perceive that they have insufficient
resources, they are motivated to deploy resources to offset additional resource losses (Hobfoll,
1989). For example, Halbesleben and Bowler (2007) suggested the idea that emotionally
exhausted employees would invest their resources in behaviors that may help them mitigate
burnout, such as engaging in helpful behaviors to build positive relationships with others. In
support of this idea, they found that communion striving mediated the positive relationship
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between emotional exhaustion and helping behaviors. Swider and Zimmerman (2010) suggested
the idea that emotionally unstable individuals tend to exhibit higher levels of emotional
exhaustion because of their predisposition to negative feelings. In support of this notion, metaanalyses have found a positive relationship between neuroticism and emotional exhaustion
(Alarcon et al., 2009). Taken together, these ideas suggest that emotionally unstable individuals
who are emotionally exhausted may be motivated to craft social resources because social
resources may help mitigate burnout. Also unexpected, emotional stability was negatively
associated with crafting challenging demands. One plausible explanation for this finding is that
perhaps emotionally stable individuals are better at not putting themselves in situations that can
lead to strain (Grant & Langan-Fox, 2007; LePine & LePine, 2005). With that being said, it is
important to note that the estimates reported in my results section reflect partial correlation
coefficients. The zero-order correlations indicate that emotional stability is positively associated
with challenging demands, which is consistent with the zero-order correlation found in prior
research (Roczniewska & Bakker, 2016).

Passive Pathway
The current study also examined the passive pathway as a potential mechanism by which
personality may influence work characteristics. Of the Big-Five traits, only extraversion and
openness to experience had significant relationships with others-initiated job crafting, whereas
agreeableness, emotional stability and conscientiousness were unrelated to others-initiated job
crafting.
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Consistent with my expectations, extraversion was positively associated with othersinitiated structural resources, others-initiated social resources and others-initiated challenging
demands. This finding adds support to the idea that extraverted individuals are perceived as
leaderlike and therefore are more likely to receive support (i.e., social resources) and high profile
tasks (i.e., challenging demands) that allow for skill development, and job autonomy (i.e.,
structural resources) from their supervisors (Nahrgang et al., 2009).
Also consistent with my expectations, openness to experience was positively associated
with others-initiated structural resources and others-initiated challenging demands. This finding
supports the idea that because open individuals are perceived as bright, independent, and eager to
learn, they may be more likely to be assigned expanded roles, which allow for more job
autonomy and opportunity for skill development (Dulebohn et al., 2012; Hogan & Shelton, 1998;
Phillips & Bedeian, 1994). Interestingly, openness to experience was negatively associated with
others-reducing hindering demands. One plausible explanation is although open individuals may
be more likely to be assigned expanded roles, which allow for more job autonomy and
opportunity for skill development, these roles may also come with demands that are perceived as
hinderances. Another plausible explanation is that because open individuals are perceived as
bright, independent, and eager to learn, others may think that these individuals are capable of
handling the demands of the job, and therefore are less likely to help these individuals reduce job
demands.
Contrary to my expectations, agreeableness was unrelated to others-initiated social
resources. One plausible reason is that although agreeable individuals are cooperative and
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friendly in nature, this does not necessarily mean that others will feel obligated to reciprocate
with social support.
Contrary to my expectations, conscientiousness was unrelated others-initiated structural
and social resources, and challenging demands. Perhaps, being conscientious and highperforming do not obligate supervisors to reciprocate with structural and social resources, and
challenging demands. Moreover, although conscientious individuals are more likely to engage in
helping behaviors (Kamdar & Van Dyne, 2007), this may not obligate others to reciprocate with
social resources.
Contrary to my expectations, emotional stability was unrelated to others-initiated
structural and social resources, and others-initiated challenging demands. Perhaps, completing
work and having higher levels of performance do not obligate supervisors to reciprocate with
structural and social resources, and challenging demands. Moreover, although emotionally stable
individuals are likely to engage in helping behaviors (Kamdar & Van Dyne, 2007), this may not
obligate others to reciprocate with social resources.
In summary, extraversion and openness to experience were associated with othersinitiated job crafting. Emotional stability and conscientiousness were unrelated to others-initiated
job crafting. As to why extraversion and openness to experience were related to others-initiated
job crafting, whereas emotional stability and conscientiousness were not, perhaps the reasoning
has to do with the observability of these traits. For instance, the results of a meta-analysis
(Connolly et al., 2007) on the self-other convergence of the Big-Five traits suggest that
extraversion and openness to experience are the two most easily observable Big-Five traits,
whereas conscientiousness and emotional stability are less observable. Another plausible
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explanation is that extraverted and open individuals exhibit behaviors that are consistent with the
behaviors of someone with a strong personality who dominates other people and influences their
behavior to shape situations to be more consistent with their personality (Dalal, 2015; Scheufele
& Shah, 2000).
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CHAPTER TEN: GENERAL DISCUSSION
Although prior research has helped the literature glean a better understanding of the
dispositional and situational sources of job satisfaction, no studies have examined the influence
of personality on job satisfaction through the shaping of one’s work characteristics. Therefore,
the purpose of Study 1 and Study 2 was to examine how the Big-Five influences job satisfaction
through the shaping of one’s work environment.
In Study 1, I integrated the ASTMA model (Roberts, 2006) and theory of purposeful
work behavior (Barrick et al., 2013) perspectives to suggest that individuals who are
conscientious, agreeable, emotionally stable, open to experiences and extraverted may make
active and passive changes to specific work characteristics, which is associated with an increase
in job satisfaction. These ideas were tested by examining the change in job autonomy, rewards,
developmental opportunities and social support as mediators of the Big-Five traits and change in
job satisfaction relationship. In doing so, Study 1 answered the call for research that examines
the theoretical processes linking the Big-Five traits to job satisfaction (Bruk-Lee et al., 2009).
This study also provides the literature a better understanding of the role of personality in
determining the types of work characteristics that individuals may change to make work more
meaningful and satisfying (Barrick et al., 2013).
Study 2 built on Study 1’s work by examining in more detail the active and passive
mechanisms by which personality can shape one’s work environment. To examine the active
mechanisms, I leveraged the Job Crafting Scale (Tims et al., 2012) to examine the relationship
between the Big-Five traits and self-initiated job crafting behaviors. To examine the passive
mechanisms, I adapted the Job Crafting Scale (Tims et al., 2012) to assess others-initiated job
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crafting and examined the relationship between the Big-Five traits and others-initiated job
crafting behaviors. In doing so, Study 2 strengthens the results found in Study 1 and provides the
literature a better understanding of active and passive pathways in which personality can
influence work characteristics.

Integrating Study 1 and Study 2 Results
In Study 2, extraversion, openness to experience and conscientiousness demonstrated
relationships with self- and others-initiated job crafting behaviors that are conceptually similar to
the work characteristics in Study 1. Broadly speaking, Study 2 results provide support for the
ideas suggested in Study 1, which are that an integration of the ASTMA model (Roberts, 2006)
and theory of purpose work behavior (Barrick et al., 2013) perspectives suggest that individuals
will make passive or active changes to particular work characteristics because of their standing
on each of the Big-Five traits. For the most part, Study 2 results also strengthens the results
found in Study 1. In what follows, I integrate and discuss the findings for each Big-Five trait in
Study 1 and Study 2.
In Study 2, extraversion was associated with self- and others-initiated structural
resources (e.g., job autonomy, developmental opportunities), and self- and others-initiated social
resources (e.g., rewards, social support). This corresponds to the result found in Study 1 where
extraversion was associated with an improvement in job autonomy, developmental opportunities,
rewards, and social support. Taken together, these results support the idea that extraverted
individuals make active and passive changes to job autonomy, rewards, developmental
opportunities, and social support. Extraverted individuals (i.e., those who are ambitious, sociable,
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dominant and excitable) are motivated to get ahead of others (Barrick et al., 2013). Job autonomy
allows extraverted individuals to take initiative and gain responsibility so they can get ahead of
others. Promotions and work recognition (i.e., rewards) allow individuals to gain responsibility,
status, influence, and power within organizations (i.e., get ahead of others). Developmental
opportunities give extraverted individuals the opportunity to learn the job knowledge and skills
needed to get ahead of others. Lastly, social support provides extraverted individuals
opportunities to seek out relationships in order to exert influence and dominance over others (i.e.,
get ahead of others). Taken together, these ideas suggest that extraverted individuals are
motivated to actively change job autonomy, developmental opportunities, rewards, and social
support because these work characteristics allow them to take initiative, gain responsibility, get
recognized and seek out supportive relationships (i.e., get ahead of others; Hogan & Holland,
2003; Tims et al., 2012). Alternatively, extraverted individuals are perceived by others as
leaderlike (Hogan & Kaiser, 2005), and therefore are given, by their supervisors, more support
and high-profile tasks that allow for skill development, job autonomy and recognition (Nahrgang
et al., 2009).
In Study 2, openness to experience was associated with self- and others-initiated
structural resources. This result corresponds to the result found in Study 1 where openness to
experience was associated with an improvement in job autonomy and developmental
opportunities. Taken together, these results support the idea that open individuals make active
and passive changes to job autonomy and developmental opportunities. Open individuals (i.e.,
those who are independent, imaginative, broad-minded, curious, creative and intellectual) are
motivated to obtain creative independence and personal growth (Barrick et al., 2013). Job
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autonomy allows individuals to engage in creative and divergent ways of thinking, which allows
them the freedom to express their creativity. Developmental opportunities allow employees to
test new ways of thinking and to learn new job knowledge and skill, which helps satisfy their
intellectual curiosity. Therefore, open individuals are motivated to actively change job autonomy
and developmental opportunities because these work characteristics allow them to engage in
creative and divergent ways of thinking, and to learn new job knowledge and skills.
Alternatively, open individuals are perceived by supervisors as bright, independent and eager to
learn (Hogan & Shelton, 1998), and therefore are assigned expanded roles, which allow for more
job autonomy and opportunity for skill development (Dulebohn et al., 2012; Phillips & Bedeian,
1994).
In Study 2, conscientiousness was associated with self-initiated structural resources. This
result corresponds to the result found in Study 1 where conscientiousness was associated with an
improvement in job autonomy and developmental opportunities. Taken together, these results
support the idea that conscientious individuals may actively change their job autonomy and
developmental opportunities. Conscientious individuals (i.e., those who are dutiful, hardworking,
achievement oriented, ambitious, self-disciplined, and dependable) are motivated to get things
done and complete work tasks to a high standard (Barrick et al., 2013). Job autonomy gives
conscientious individuals the freedom to take initiative and choose the best method and strategy
to complete work tasks efficiently and effectively. Developmental opportunities give
conscientious individuals the opportunity to learn new job knowledge and skills to perform their
jobs competently. Therefore, conscientious individuals are motivated to actively change job
autonomy and developmental opportunities because these work characteristics give them the
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freedom to choose the best method to complete work tasks competently, and the opportunity to
learn new job knowledge and skills to perform the job competently. However, the results do not
support the idea that conscientious individuals may passively change their job autonomy and
developmental opportunities. Perhaps, being conscientious and high-performing do not obligate
supervisors to reciprocate with job autonomy and developmental opportunities.
Contrary to my expectations, conscientiousness was associated with an improvement in
rewards and social support (Study 1) but not with self- or others initiated social resources. One
plausible explanation has to do with the feedback-seeking nature of crafting social resources.
Although conscientious individuals may offer help and engage in helpful behavior, this does not
necessarily mean that they are motivated to seek feedback or ask for help. Wanberg and
Kammeyer-Mueller (2000) suggested the idea that conscientious individuals tend to be selfreliant and self-confident, so they expect to do well at work and do not feel the need to ask for
feedback. However, Wanberg and Kammeyer-Mueller (2000) also pointed out that conscientious
individuals who do their jobs well may receive more feedback about doing a good job without
asking for it. This suggests that conscientiousness should be associated with others-initiated
social resources that are more positive in nature (e.g., work recognition). When taking a closer
look at the others-initiated social resource items, it appears that two items: “My supervisor lets
me know whether he/she is satisfied with my work” and “My supervisor tries to inspire me”
most closely reflect others-initiated work recognition. Thus, in an exploratory manner, I created
an others-initiated work recognition variable and ran a regression analysis with others-initiated
work recognition regressed on conscientiousness, while controlling for the remaining Big-Five
traits. Interestingly, the relationship between conscientiousness and others-initiated work
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recognition was significant (β = .17, b = 0.33, SE = 0.14, p <.05). This finding provides some
support for the idea that conscientious individuals who do their jobs well may receive more
feedback about doing a good job without asking for it. Moreover, this finding provides support
for the Study 1 result, where conscientiousness is associated with an improvement in rewards.
The Study 2 post hoc finding suggests that conscientious individuals may passively change
rewards because others provide these individuals positive feedback for doing a good job (i.e.,
work recognition).
Contrary to my expectations, agreeableness was not associated with an improvement in
social support (Study 1) or self- and others-initiated social resources (Study 2). Although
unexpected, the null finding in Study 2 is consistent with the null finding in Study 1. This helps
rule out the older workers explanation as a reason for the null finding in Study 1. The more
plausible explanation is that the cooperative and affiliative behaviors agreeable individuals
engage in may not be enough to change the level of social support they receive. Although
agreeable individuals are cooperative and friendly in nature, this does not necessarily mean that
they want to proactively seek out relationships with others (Wanberg & Kammeyer-Mueller,
2000). Moreover, perhaps the helpful nature of agreeable individuals does not necessarily mean
that others will feel obligated to reciprocate with social support.
Contrary to my expectations, emotional stability demonstrated relationships that were not
consistent across Study 1 and Study 2. In Study 1, emotional stability was associated with an
improvement in job autonomy and developmental opportunities, whereas in Study 2 emotional
stability was unrelated to self- or others-initiated structural resources. One plausible explanation
for these unexpected findings is that perhaps the findings observed in Study 1 reflect a perceptual
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process rather than an actual change in work characteristics. Emotionally unstable individuals
(i.e., those who are insecure, anxious, depressed, vulnerable, and impulsive) are predisposed to
experience negative emotions and to interpret situations in a pessimistic way (McCrae & Costa,
1991). Over time, these negative emotions spill over and color the interpretation of work
conditions (Connolly & Viswesvaran, 2000), leading to more negative appraisals of the work
environment (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). These ideas suggest that perhaps emotionally
unstable individuals experienced a decrease in job autonomy and developmental opportunities
not because these work characteristics objectively decreased, but because their general
perception of work, including work characteristics, has decreased. This could explain why in
Study 2, there was a negative relationship between emotional stability and crafting social
resources. According to COR theory, perceptions of resource loss is enough to motivate
individuals to deploy resources to offset additional resource losses (Hobfoll, 1989). For instance,
Halbesleben and Bowler (2007) suggested the idea that emotionally exhausted employees would
invest their resources in behaviors that may help them mitigate burnout, such as engaging in
helpful behaviors to build positive relationships with others. Moreover, Sutin et al. (2009)
suggested the idea that over a period of time, neurotic individuals may perceive fewer
opportunities to learn new skills, express creativity and make decisions, and that these conditions
may contribute to the burnout and exhaustion that neurotic individuals often report. Taken
together, these ideas suggest that perhaps emotionally unstable individuals are motivated to craft
social resources to offset a perceived loss in personal and job resources. It is important to note
that although Study 1 assumed that emotionally stable individuals experienced an increase in
work characteristics, it is also entirely possible that emotionally unstable individuals experienced
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a decrease in work characteristics and that emotionally stable individuals experienced stable
levels of work characteristics. For example, emotionally unstable individuals could have
experienced a decrease in job autonomy and developmental opportunities because their general
perception of work has decreased, whereas emotionally stable individuals did not experience a
decrease in job autonomy and developmental opportunities because their general perception of
work remains stable.
Taken together, the results of Study 1 and Study 2 provide support for the idea that
personality may influence a change in job satisfaction by actively or passively shaping the work
environment (Roberts, 2006). My findings suggest that extraversion, openness to experience,
conscientiousness, and emotional stability may actively shape the work environment to make
work more satisfying. My findings also suggest that extraversion and openness to experience
may passively shape the work environment to make work more satisfying.

Practical Implications
The finding that personality traits act as antecedents of self- and others- initiated job
crafting and a change in work characteristics has important practical implications in terms of
selecting the right hiring and management practices based on employees’ personality.
Traditionally, managers who were interested in increasing employee job satisfaction and
fostering work environments that feel autonomous, socially supportive, and offer work
recognition had to manipulate aspects of the work context in an effort to improve employees’
perception of the work environment. However, this top-down intervention approach to
redesigning work and changing employee perceptions can be costly (Campion & NcClelland,
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1991) and can yield disappointing returns (Knight et al., 2017). An alternative, perhaps, more
cost-effective approach to redesigning work and changing employee perceptions may be the use
of a Big-Five personality test to select employees who are likely to change their own work
environment and job attitudes. For instance, selecting someone who is conscientious will result
in an employee who is likely to change work to allow for more autonomy, developmental
opportunities and social support. Managers can also use the results of a personality test to
strategically allocate resources to employees who are most likely to benefit from them. For
instance, managers can offer extraverted employees coaching, provide feedback on their
performance, and opportunities to take on new tasks and learning opportunities.

Limitations and Future Directions
These studies have several limitations. One limitation is that the majority of our data
were self-reported, which could mean that our findings were influenced by common method
variance. However, some researchers have pointed out that the problem of common method
variance has been generally overstated (Spector, 2006). Moreover, Study 1’s two-wave design
may have diminished the possibility for common method bias in this study (Doty & Glick, 1998;
Podsakoff et al., 2003). A related point refers to the use of self-report (perceived), instead of
objective, measures to assess work characteristics. However, the use of perceived work
characteristics is common in organizational research (Curry et al., 1986), and objective and
perceived work characteristics have been shown to be substantially related (Fried & Ferris, 1987;
Judge et al., 2000). Moreover, the evaluation of work and employee well-being may be
subjective, and self-reports may be the best method to capture these perceptions and feelings
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(Sousa-Poza & Sousa-Poza, 2000). Nevertheless, replicating this study with self-reported job
satisfaction, objective measures of work characteristics and observer measures of personality
would provide additional support for the role of personality in shaping work characteristics and
job satisfaction.
A second limitation is the use of HRS sample, which may limit the generalizability of the
Study 1 results to U.S. adults who are 50 years or older. However, some research suggests that
using an older sample may actually provide a conservative estimate of the influence of
personality. For instance, Bui (2017) found that personality had a weaker influence on job
satisfaction for older workers (individuals who are 50 years or older) than for young and middleaged workers. This suggests that the results of Study 1 may be a conservative estimate of the
effects in the general U.S. population. Moreover, this concern was somewhat alleviated by Study
2, which sampled U.S. employees of all ages and genders in occupations across a variety of
industries. The results of Study 1 and Study 2 were, for the most part, consistent despite using
samples from different populations, and different measures of the Big-Five and work
characteristics.
A third limitation is the two-wave panel design (Study 1). Although this design allowed
us to model the relationship between personality and a change job satisfaction via a change in
specific work characteristics, this model does not take the timing of work characteristic and job
satisfaction measurements into account; if measurements are too close together or too far apart
the model may fail to capture the change. Moreover, two measurements do not allow us to assess
the shape of the trajectory of change (e.g., linear or quadratic change). Therefore, future studies
should replicate this study using a longitudinal design with three or more time points.
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A fourth limitation is that the research design for Study 1 and Study 2 does not allow us
to infer causality. Although a two-wave study design for Study 1 allowed the measurement of T1
personality traits, work characteristics and job satisfaction before T2 work characteristics and job
satisfaction, other variables were not accounted for and may have influenced our results. On a
related note, T1 and T2 work characteristics and job satisfaction were measured at the same time.
This is a point of concern because perceptions of work characteristics may be influenced by job
satisfaction. Research using cross-sectional and longitudinal designs suggest that the relationship
between work characteristics and job satisfaction is bidirectional (Campion & McClelland, 1993;
Mathieu et al., 1993). With that being said, studies suggest that the influence of work
characteristics on job satisfaction seem to be stronger than the reverse effects (de Jonge et al.,
2001; de Lange et al., 2003).
A fifth limitation is that the items from the Psychosocial and Lifestyle Questionnaire
(HRS, 2008; 2012) used to create work characteristic variables in Study 1 do not come from
well-established scales. However, three of the four work characteristic measures demonstrated
acceptable reliability ( > .60) even though each measure contained only two to three items
(Taber, 2018). On a related note, Study 1 used a single-item measure of overall job satisfaction.
However, research suggests that a single-item overall job satisfaction measure has an estimated
reliability of .70 and is correlated on average with multi-item job satisfaction scales at a .67
(Wanous et al., 1997). With that being said, future research should replicate this study using
well-established scales of work characteristics and overall job satisfaction.
A sixth limitation is that Study 2 did not study actual work characteristic change, but
rather, attempts at changing the work environment (e.g., job crafting). Therefore, I cannot be
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certain that self- and others- initiated job crafting behaviors would result in actual change to
work characteristics. With that being said, there is research to suggest that job crafting leads to a
change in work characteristics. For instance, Tims et al. (2012) found that crafting structural and
social resources lead to an actual increase in structural and social resources. Nevertheless, future
research should examine personality, self- and others- initiated job crafting, work characteristic
change, and job satisfaction change.
Another limitation may be the selection of speciﬁc work characteristics for inclusion in
Study 1. Due to the nature of the dataset, I was limited to using work characteristics that were
available in the HRS dataset. Because of this limitation, it was not possible to study every work
characteristic proposed in the work design literature. However, the purpose of this study was not
to study every work characteristic, but rather, it was to study how personality traits shape
specific work characteristics to increase job satisfaction. This study used the theory of purposeful
work behavior (Barrick et al., 2013) to map the Big-Five onto job autonomy, developmental
opportunities, rewards, and social support and found significant relationships between these traits
and a change in specific work characteristics. Nevertheless, it is likely that there are work
characteristics (e.g., task identity, task significance) that map onto the Big-Five traits that were
not examined in this study. Therefore, future research should include additional work
characteristics to examine the relationship between personality, work characteristic change, and
job satisfaction change.
Finally, the current studies view personality as enduring and relatively stable throughout
adulthood. Although personality is often assumed to be stable and static, an increasing volume of
research suggests that personality is malleable and can change throughout adulthood (Wood et
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al., 2019). To explain why personality changes can occur, especially in adulthood, work
environment and experiences have been suggested as factors that can influence personality
change because work is a major part of adult life, and work environment and experiences can
shape one’s identity (Roberts, 2006). To this end, a growing body of research has been
conducted to study the role of work in shaping personality development. For example, Wu
(2016) found that an increase in job autonomy was associated with an increase in agreeableness,
conscientiousness, and openness to experience. These results, taken together with results of the
current studies suggest that there may be a dynamic relationship between personality and the
work environment such that personality shapes work characteristics, which in turn reinforces
personality. For example, conscientious individuals may shape their work to allow for additional
autonomy. This increase in job autonomy may also increase their experience of responsibility for
the job (Frese et al., 2007). Over time, with more consistent experiences, conscientious
individuals may internalize their experiences of responsibility, which reinforces (increases) their
self-perceptions of conscientiousness (Robert, 2006). There is some research to support this
notion. For example, Wu et al. (2020) found that neuroticism (T1) predicted an increase in
(chronic) job insecurity (T1-T4), which in turn, predicted an increase in neuroticism (T1-T5).
However, this study focused on the effects of a chronic stressor (job insecurity) on Big-Five
personality change, future research should examine the dynamic relationships between the BigFive traits and motivational work characteristics (e.g., job autonomy, social support).
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Conclusions
In summary, Studies 1 and 2 have helped extend our understanding of how personality
influences job satisfaction through the shaping of one’s work environment. This was
accomplished by examining the change in job autonomy, rewards, developmental opportunities
and social support as mediators of the relationship between each of the Big-Five traits and the
change in job satisfaction (Study 1). Study 1 results support the idea that personality influences
job satisfaction through the shaping of one’s work environment. Study 2 built on Study 1’s work
by examining in more detail the active (self-initiated job crafting) and passive (others-initiated
job crafting) mechanisms by which personality can shape one’s work environment. Study 2
results suggest that both active and passive pathways play a role in shaping the work
environment. Taken together, the results of Study 1 and Study 2 provide support for the idea that
personality influences a change in job satisfaction by actively or passively shaping the work
environment.
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APPENDIX A: STUDY 2 MEASURES
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A.1: Demographics
1. What is your age?
2. What is your gender?
3. What is your employment status?
4. How long have you worked at your current organization?
5. How many hours per week do you work?
6. Does your job involve supervising others?
7. From Occupational Information Network (O*NET, 2020)
a. Please type in your occupation in the box below and select the one that is most like
yours.
b. Please select from the dropdown list the industry in which you work.
8. Have you had to telecommute for work (e.g., work from home) due to COVID-19?
9. What percentage of the work week do you work away from the office?
A.2: Big-Five Personality Traits
From International Personality Item Pool (DeYoung et al., 2007)
Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statements: (Strongly disagree – Strongly agree)
Emotional stability
1.

I get angry easily.

2.

I get upset easily.

3.

I change my mood a lot.

4.

I am a person whose moods go up and down easily.
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5.

I get easily agitated.

6.

I can be stirred up easily.

7.

I rarely get irritated.

8.

I keep my emotions under control.

9.

I rarely lose my composure.

10.

I am not easily annoyed.

11.

I am filled with doubts about things.

12.

I feel threatened easily.

13.

I worry about things.

14.

I am easily discouraged.

15.

I become overwhelmed by events.

16.

I am afraid of many things.

17.

I seldom feel blue.

18.

I feel comfortable with myself.

19.

I rarely feel depressed.

20.

I am not embarrassed easily.

Agreeableness
1.

I feel others’ emotions.

2.

I inquire about others’ well-being.

3.

I sympathize with others’ feelings.

4.

I take an interest in other people’s lives.

5.

I like to do things for others.
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6.

I am not interested in other people’s problems.

7.

I can’t be bothered with other’s needs.

8.

I am indifferent to the feelings of others.

9.

I take no time for others.

10.

I don’t have a soft side.

11.

I respect authority.

12.

I hate to seem pushy.

13.

I avoid imposing my will on others.

14.

I rarely put people under pressure.

15.

I insult people.

16.

I believe that I am better than others.

17.

I take advantage of others.

18.

I seek conflict.

19.

I love a good fight.

20.

I am out for my own personal gain.

Conscientiousness
1.

I carry out my plans.

2.

I finish what I start.

3.

I get things done quickly.

4.

I always know what I am doing.

5.

I waste my time.

6.

I find it difficult to get down to work.
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7.

I mess things up.

8.

I don’t put my mind on the task at hand.

9.

I postpone decisions.

10.

I am easily distracted.

11.

I like order.

12.

I keep things tidy.

13.

I follow a schedule.

14.

I want everything to be “just right.”

15.

I see that rules are observed.

16.

I want every detail taken care of.

17.

I leave my belongings around.

18.

I am not bothered by messy people.

19.

I am not bothered by disorder.

20.

I dislike routine.

Extraversion
1.

I make friends easily.

2.

I warm up quickly to others.

3.

I show my feelings when I’m happy.

4.

I have a lot of fun.

5.

I laugh a lot.

6.

I am hard to get to know.

7.

I keep others at a distance.

97

8.

I reveal little about myself.

9.

I rarely get caught up in the excitement.

10.

I am not a very enthusiastic person.

11.

I take charge.

12.

I have a strong personality.

13.

I know how to captivate people.

14.

I see myself as a good leader.

15.

I can talk others into doing things.

16.

I am the first to act.

17.

I do not have an assertive personality.

18.

I lack the talent for influencing people.

19.

I wait for others to lead the way.

20.

I hold back my opinions.

Openness/intellect
1.

I am quick to understand things.

2.

I can handle a lot of information.

3.

I like to solve complex problems.

4.

I have a rich vocabulary.

5.

I think quickly.

6.

I formulate ideas clearly.

7.

I have difficulty understanding abstract ideas.

8.

I avoid philosophical discussions.
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9.

I avoid difficult reading material.

10.

I learn things slowly.

11.

I enjoy the beauty of nature.

12.

I believe in the importance of art.

13.

I love to reflect on things.

14.

I get deeply immersed in music.

15.

I see beauty in things that others might not notice.

16.

I need a creative outlet.

17.

I do not like poetry.

18.

I seldom get lost in thought.

19.

I seldom daydream.

20.

I seldom notice the emotional aspects of paintings and pictures.
A.2: Job Crafting

From Job Crafting Scale (Tims et al., 2012)
Instructions: “In general (including both before and during COVID), how often do you do each
of the following things on your job?” 1 (Never) to 5 (Very often)
Structural job resources
1.

I try to develop my capabilities.

2.

I try to develop myself professionally.

3.

I try to learn new things at work.

4.

I make sure that I use my capacities to the fullest.

5.

I decide on my own how I do things.
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Hindering job demands.
1.

I make sure that my work is mentally less intense.

2.

I try to ensure that my work is emotionally less intense.

3.

I manage my work so that I try to minimize contact with people whose problems affect
me emotionally.

4.

I organize my work so as to minimize contact with people whose expectations are
unrealistic.

5.

I try to ensure that I do not have to make many difﬁcult decisions at work.

6.

I organize my work in such a way to make sure that I do not have to concentrate for too
long a period at once.

Social job resources
1.

I ask my supervisor to coach me.

2.

I ask whether my supervisor is satisﬁed with my work.

3.

I look to my supervisor for inspiration.

4.

I ask others for feedback on my job performance.

5.

I ask colleagues for advice.

Challenging job demands
1.

When an interesting project comes along, I offer myself proactively as project co-worker.

2.

If there are new developments, I am one of the ﬁrst to learn about them and try them out.

3.

When there is not much to do at work, I see it as a chance to start new projects.

4.

I regularly take on extra tasks even though I do not receive extra salary for them.
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5.

I try to make my work more challenging by examining the underlying relationships
between aspects of my job.
A.4: Others-initiated Job Crafting

Adapted from Job Crafting Scale (Tims et al., 2012)
Instructions: In general (including both before and during COVID), how often do OTHERS give
you the opportunity to do each of these things on your job regardless of whether you seek these
things out? 1 (Never) to 5 (Very often)
Structural job resources
1.

Others at work give me the opportunity to develop my capabilities.

2.

Others at work give me the opportunity to develop myself professionally.

3.

Others at work give me the opportunity to learn new things at work.

4.

Others at work give me the opportunity to use my capacities to the fullest.

5.

Others at work give me the ability to decide on my own how I do things.

Hindering job demands.
1.

Others at work allow me to minimize contact with people whose problems affect me
emotionally.

2.

Others at work allow me to minimize contact with people whose expectations are
unrealistic.

3.

Others at work give me work that does not require me to make many difﬁcult decisions.

4.

Others at work give me work that does not require me to concentrate for too long a period
at once.

5.

Others at work give me work that is mentally less intense.
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6.

Others at work give me work that is emotionally less intense.

Social job resources
1.

My supervisor offers to coach me.

2.

My supervisor lets me know whether he/she is satisﬁed with my work.

3.

My supervisor tries to inspire me.

4.

Others at work offer feedback on my job performance.

5.

My colleagues offer me advice.

Challenging job demands
1.

When an interesting project comes along, others at work give me the opportunity to be a
project co-worker.

2.

If there are new developments, others at work give me the opportunity to learn about
them and try them out.

3.

When there is not much to do at work, others give me the opportunity start new projects.

4.

Others at work give me the opportunity to take on extra tasks even though I do not
receive extra salary for them.

5.

Others at work try to make my work more challenging by helping me examine the
underlying relationships between aspects of my job.
A.5: Quality Control

From Meade and Craig (2012) Bogus/Careless Response Items
Bogus items
Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statements: (Strongly disagree – Strongly agree)
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1.

Respond with “strongly agree” to this item.

2.

I do not understand a word of English.

3.

I am located in the United States.
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